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MEMORANDA. 

On the 16th of January 1836, Sir C. C. Pepys, M.R., Sir L. Shadwell, 
V.C., and Sir J. B. Bosanquet, the Lords Commissioners of the Great 
Seal, having resigned, the Great Seal was delivered by His Majesty to 
* Sir C. C. Pepys, who was created a Peer of the United Kingdom, by the 
title of Baron Cotlenham of Cottenham, in the county of Cambridge. 

On the same day Henry Bickersteth, Esq., one of His Majesty’s 
Counsel, was appointed to the office of Master of the Rolls, vacant by 
the promotion of Sir C. C, Pepys , and having been sworn in as a 
member of His Majesty’s Privy Council, was shortly afterwards 
created a Peer of the United Kingdom, by the title of Baron Lang- 
dale of Langdale, in the county of Westmoreland. 

Qa the 28th of January 1836, Lord Stowell died. 
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ORDER IN COUNCIL 


OF THE 


i oth April 1838, 

Mat'pursuant to 3 & 4 WUL Iv _ c _ ^ ^ „ gH , 

xrz;: %z:z i z:::r - ^—— 

:rr of i he cape ° f G °° d H ° pe ° m the dec ‘ s ’°ns 0 f „ Lh 

to tim “"make ."'" COUnCil, ' and in like ">»"»='‘ from time 

the making or hearing L^fea^'and XheT^"' 8 dC ' a>S 

xxxx - t-“ ° r = 

Majesty did by his Ord^ r" 1 ^/ and whereas his said late 

X",he d r'k ut ' a,,d a,so 

,.=nse t r^X^T 80 " 1 '"—' ‘’ nd aS '° ‘he ^ 

regulations XeXhT \ ^ T ““ ruto - *" d •"*«". and 

the said Order in Council of thc t^h of", ' *' ^ B " ‘° by 
proved: and whereas hi, C l6th of Januar y annexed and, ap- 

in Council load! o„ the to'th dT T ,y ^ * hh fUr ' h " 
the said schedule R h * ° Au 8 ust i8 36 , alter and amend 

dnlp R schedule B ., by cancelling the rule No. 5 of the said sch.- 

approved as aforesaid, and ordering that, in lieu of the said 


3 & 4 W. IV 
c - 4 >. sec. 24 


Orders of 16th 
Jan. and 10th i 
August 1836 
rescinded, 
and rules 
contained i<i : 
the annexed 
schedule 
enacted in 
their stead* 


No appeal to 
be allowed 
unless petition 
presented 


ORDER IN COUNCIL, iotu APRIL 1838: 

fifth rule thereof, a certain other rule in such last-mentioned order 
set forth should be substituted and whereas the Queen’s most 
excellent Majesty in Council hath deemed it expedient to cancel and 
rescind all the said rules, orders, and regulations, and to make and 

substitute other in lieu thereof:— 

Her Majesty is therefore pleased, by and with the advice of her 
Privy Couucil, to cancel and rescind all the said rules, orders, and 
regulations in the said recited Orders in Council of the 16th day of 
January 1836, and 10th day of August 1836, respectively contained, 
and thereby or by either of them approved, and to approve of the,seve¬ 
ral rules, orders, and regulations contained in theschedule hereunder, 
written or hereunto annexed, and to order, as it is hereby ordered, 
that the same, be respectively observed by her Majesty’s Supreme 
Courts of Judicature at Fort William in Bengal, Fort St. George, and 
Bombay respectively, by the Court of Judicature of Prince of Wales’ 
Island, Singapore,, and Malacca, and by the said several Courts of 
Sudder Dewanny Adawlut, and all other Courts of Judicature in the 
territories under the government of the East India Company, and by 
all persons whom it shall or may concern. Whereof the Governor- 
General and the Council of India, the.Governor of Fort William in. 
Bengal, the Governor in Council at Fort St. George, the Governor in 
Council at Bombay, the Governor of.Agra, the Chief Justice, and the 
Judges of her Majesty's Supreme Court of Judicature at Fort Wil¬ 
liam aforesaid, the Chief Justice and Judges.of her Majesty’s Supreme 
Court of Judicature at Fort St. George, the Chief Justice and Judges 
of her Majesty’s Supreme Court of Judicature at Bombay, the Court 
of Judicature of Prince of Wales’ Island, Singapore, and Malacca, the 
Judges of the several Courts of Sudder Dewanny Adawlut in the East. 
Indies, and the Judges of all other Courts of Judicature in the terri¬ 
tories underthe government of the East India Company, and all other! 
persons whom it may concern, are to take notice and govern themr 
selves accordingly. 

(Signed) C. C. GREV 1 LLE, 


THE SCHEDULE ABOVE REFERRED TO. 

1. That from and after the 31st day of December next, no appeal; 
to her Majesty, her heirs and successors in council, shall be allowed . 

* The rules contained in these orders were never acted on. 
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by any of her Majesty’s Supreme Courts of Judicature at Fort Wil¬ 
liam in Bengal, Fort St. George, Bombay, or the Court of Judicature 
of Prince of Wales’ Island, Singapore, and Malacca, or by any of 
the Courts of Sudder Dewanny Adawlut, or by any other Courts of 
judicature in the territories under the government of the East India 
Company, unless the petition for that purpose be presented within 
six calendar months from the day of the date of the judgment, 
decree, or decretal order complained of, and unless the value of the 
matter in dispute in such appeal shall amount to the sum of ten 
thousand Company’s rupees at least ; and that, from and after the 
said 31st day of December next, the limitation of five thousand 
pounds sterling heretofore existing in respect of appeals from the 
Presidency of Fort William in Bengal, shall wholly cease and de¬ 
termine. 

2. That in all cases in which any of such Courts shall admit an 
appeal to her Majesty, her heirs and successors in council, it shall 
specially certify on the proceedings that the value of the matter in 
dispute in such appeal amounts to the sum of ten thousand Com¬ 
pany’s rupees or upwards, which certificate shall be deemed conclu¬ 
sive of the fact, and not be liable to be questioned on such appeal 
by any party to the suit appealed. 

3. Provided nevertheless, that nothing herein contained shall ex¬ 
tend, or be construed to extend, to take away, diminish, or derogate 
from the undoubted power and authority of her Majesty, her heirs 

and successors in council, upon the petition at any time of any party 
aggrieved by any judgment, decree, or decretal order of any of the 
aforesaid Courts, to admit an appeal therefrom upon such other 
terms, and upon and subject to such other limitations, restrictions, 
and regulations as her Majesty, her heirs and successors, shall in any 
such special case think fit to prescribe. 

4. That on the arrival of the transcripts of proceedings in an ap¬ 
peal to her Majesty, her heirs and successors in council, from any of 
the said Courts of Sudder Dewanny Adawlut, or any other Courts in 

the East Indies constituted by the East India Company, or any of 

their governments from which an appeal lies to her Majesty in 
council, such officer of the East India Company as the Couri of 
Directors of the sa.d Company shall from time to time appoint, shall 
forthwith give notice to the clerk of the council thereof, stating at 

the same time the names of the parties to the appeal, and the date of 

the deciee appealed from, and that such notice shall be duly reals- 
tered in the council office. J ® 


within six 
monl hs after 
t he judgmr nt, 
decree, or de¬ 
cretal order, 
and t he mat -' 
ter in dispute 
amount to 
10,000 ru¬ 
pees. 


Amount cer¬ 
tified on the 
proceedings, 
to be conclu¬ 
sive. 


Power re¬ 
served to the 
Crown to 
grant leave to 
appeal not¬ 
withstanding 
the above 
rules. 


Notice to be 
given by the 
Court of Di¬ 
rectors of the 
East India 
Company to 
the clerk in 
Counci 1 on the 
arrival of the 
transcripts. 


XU 

The original 
transcripts 
to be kept at 
the India 
House ; the 
agents on both 
sides having 
access thereto, 
and liberty to 
take copies, 
and originals 
to be pro¬ 
duced at the 
'hearing. 


If petition of 
appeal not 
lodged within 
three months, 
or appellant's 
case within 
one year, the 
respondent 
may move to 
dismiss for 
want of prose¬ 
cution : if re¬ 
spondent’s 
case not 
brought in 
within one year, 


ORDER IN COUNCIL, ioth APRIL 1838. 


5. That the said transcripts of proceedings shall be kept at the 
East India House, or at such other convenient place within the cities 
of London or Westminster as the said Court of Directors shall from 

time to time appoint ; the agents respectively conducting and defend¬ 
ing such appeals in this country, being at liberty to take all the 
necessary copies and extracts from the said proceedings, and to ex¬ 
amine the same from time to time ; and it shall be the duty of such 
officer, by himsetf or his sufficient deputy, to produce the original 
transcripts before the Judicial Committee, upon the hearing of such 
appeal, upon due notice for that purpose previously given, and upon 
all other occasions when thereunto required by the Privy Council or 
the Judicial Committee. 


6. That in default of the petition of appeal ctf the appellants being 
lodged in the council office within three calendar months from the 
registration of the arrival of such transcripts, or in default of the ap¬ 
pellant’s case being carried in within one year from the time of such 
registration, the respondent shall be entitled in either case to move.to 
dismiss the appeal for want of prosecution ; and in the event of the 
respondent’s not bringing in his case within one year from the time of 
such registration, the appellant shall be entitled to apply to have the 
case heard ex parte. 

(Signed) C. C. GREVILLE. 


appellant may move to hear ex parte. 
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ON APPEAL FROM THE SUPREME AND PROVIN¬ 
CIAL COURTS IN THE EAST INDIES. 


Motee Lal Opudhiya . . . Appellant. 

v. 


J UGGURNATH GURG, Heir of 
MAT MUNTRA 


Mussu- I n , . , 

| Kespondenl.# 


On Appeal from the Court of Sudder Dewanny Adaivlut 

of Bengal . 

This was an appeal from an orJer of the Sudder 
Dewanny Adawlut, dated 12th April 1815, whereby the 
Court dismissed a petition of the appellant, prri)ing 

0 Present: Lord Brougham, Mr. Baron Parke, Mr. Justice Bosan- w;inny a daw 

quet, the Right lion. T. Erskine. Chief Judge of the Court of Bank- hit having re- 

ruptcy, and Sir Alexander Johnson. ft, ?V I to set 

aside a deed 

of razenamah 

r°I C n°? r r iS i ng an appeal then pending from that Court to the King in 

anneal ■ h i a ^ G be * n obt , ained b X fraud and duress : held on 

the J^ lc,al Committee that the onus of proving such fraud and 
duress 1 a> upon the appellant in proceeding upon his petition in the Court 
below, and their Lordships being satisfied that full opportunity for such nr,,of 

h ^ .J 1 afforded him - confirmed the judgment of the Sudaer Coi r - out, 

under the circumstances, without costs. 


26 November 

The Court of 
Sudder De¬ 
wanny Adaw- 
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M otee Lai. 

OpuDH IYA 


V. 

JUGGURNATH 

GuRfi. 


that a certain appeal might be revived, which he had 
preferred to His Majesty in Council from a decree of 
the same Court in a suit between the above-named 
parties. 

The suit in which the appellant preferred his prin¬ 
cipal appeal from the decree of the Sudder Dewanny 
Adawlut, and for the revival of which appeal he pre¬ 
sented the aforesaid petition to that Court, was insti¬ 
tuted by the present appellant as a pauper plaintiff in the 
year 1805, in the Zillah Court of Midnapore , whereby, 
upon the alleged title as adopted son and heir of Raja 
Anund Lai Opudhiya , deceased, and Rany Jankee , his 
wife, he claimed to be entitled to the zemindary of the 
pergunnas of Mysadil , Goomgur , and others, the yearly 
profit of which amounted to 1,07,950 rupees. This 

zemindary the appellant sought to recover from Mus- 
sumat Muntra, the defendant in the suit in the Zillah 
Court, who was in possession, and claimed under the 
will of her son, Gooroo Persad Gurg, deceased, whose 
title to the zemindary was derived under a deed of gift 
executed in his favour by Rany Ja?ikee t upon whom 
the whole zemindary had devolved on the predecease 
of her husband, Raja Anund Lai Opudhiya t without 
issue. 

It appeared from the proceedings in the suit in the 
Zillah Court, that the appellant had in the lifetime of 
the Rany commenced a suit against her in the same 
Court, in which he claimed an allowance for main¬ 
tenance as the adopted son of the Ra?iy. This suit, 
however, terminated by the appellant disclaiming all 
right to such allowance. The disclaimer was made by 
deed, which was entered among the proceedings in the 
suit, after the Rany had put in her answer to the 
plaint, by which she denied that she had ever adopted 
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the present appellant as her son, and stated that 
merely on account of his poverty and his being 1 an 
orphan, she had brought him up in the same manner 
as other Brahmin’s children. 

By the deed which the appellant then entered and 
delivered in Court on the 18th April 1800, he declared 
to this effect : “ that I, the plaintiff, have no claim for 
subsistence on the said Rany The denial contained 
in the Rany's answer to the appellant’s plaint in the 
above-mentioned suit, of any right subsisting in him 
even to an allowance for maintenance out of the zemin- 
dary, and the express disclaimer on his part of any 
such right, were insisted on by the respondent as nega¬ 
tiving the appellant’s claim to the character of adopted 
son of the Rany. 

The appellant, on the other hand, insisted that upon 
the death of Raja Amend Lai , in the year A.D. 1765-6, 
when the appellant was about thr«*e years old, his 
adoption was confirmed by Rany J^nkee, the late Raja’s 
widow, who, on the appellant’s arrival at years of dis¬ 
cretion, resigned to him the management of the zemin- 
dary, of which she had obtained a grant from the go¬ 
vernment in her own name. The appellant however 
having had the misfortune to lose his eyesight, and 
thereby become incapacitated for business, the Rany 
re-assumed the management of the zemindary until 
her death in 1805. He insisted also that the deed of 
gift under which the defendant claimed was a forgery. 

Witnesses were examined on both sides, and the 
Zillah Court, after a laborious inquiry into the facts of 
the case, by a decree dated 10th July 1805, declared 
the appellant’s claim to be fully established on the 
oral evidence, without reference to the documentary 
proof, and directed that he should be put into posses- 


1856 
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s ^ on t ^ e zem «ndary, and that Kurnaee Das (the 
Motee Lal manager of the estate, and one of the defendants) 
Opudhiya p a y ^e appellant 1,07,950 rupees, 9 annas, and 

JucGURNATu cowries, as one year's profit, with all costs of suit. 

UURG. . 

From this decree the defendants appealed to the 
Provincial Court of Calcutta . That Court, without 
any viva voce examination, either of the former or of 
new witnesses, but on comparison of the depositions of 
the witnesses examined on either side in the Court be¬ 
low, with the documentary evidence there taken and 
transmitted to the Provincial Court; reversed the de¬ 
cree appealed from, ordered the appellant to pay to 
the defendant Afussumat Muntra 1,07,950 rupees for 
rents and profits accrued during the year he held pos¬ 
session of the zemindary, together with all costs of 
suit, both in the Zillah and Provincial Courts. 

The appellant appealed from this decree to the Sud- 
der Dewanny Adawlut at Calcutta. Before, however, 
his appeal was heard, Mussumat Muntra died, and the 
present respondent, Juggurnath Gurg , her step-son and 
heir, was, on petition to the Court, admitted as a 
party in her stead. By a decree dated 20th November 
1807 the Sudder Dewanny Adawlut affirmed the decree 
of the Provincial Court, and directed the costs of both 
parties to be paid by the appellant. 

The present appellant then presented his petition to 
the Sudder Dewanny Adawlut, praying that he might 
be at liberty to appeal to His Majesty in Council, the 
prayer of which petition was granted 3 and the appel¬ 
lant having given the requisite security for costs, the 
appeal was, on the 28th December 1807, admitted. 

On the 7th Septe?nber 1808, the appellant, being 
Incumbered with debt, and apprehensive of personal 
arrest if he should venture within the limits of the ju- 
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risdiction of the Supreme Court, within which the 
Sudder Dewanny Adawlut is held, appeared personally 
before Mr. Ravenscro/t, the Judge of the Zillah Court 
of the Twenty-four Pergunnas, adjoining to Calcutta, 
and presented a razenamah* and petition ; by the for¬ 
mer of which it was stated by the appellant, that by 
the advice of several persons, who at the time were his 
companions, and had charge of his affairs, and had 
obtained from him on an unfounded statement of ex¬ 
penses several judgment-bonds, he had appealed the 
suit to England; but that the decrees of the Provincial 
and Sudder Courts having been given after full exami¬ 
nation and consideration, he had no hope that his 
adoption would be established in England , or the de¬ 
crees of those Courts reversed, or that any thing be¬ 
sides trouble and vexation would occur. The razenamah 
then proceeded thus : “ I therefore, being of sound and 
disposing, mind, do, of my own free-will and desire, 
withdraw my appeal from England } and from and after 
this time, neither I nor my heirs shall have any claim, 
on the ground of my having been adopted by Raja 
Anund Lai and Ratty Jankee, upon the estate or effects 
of the said Rany /' The appellant’s petition to the 

Zillah Court of the Twenty-four Pergunnas, under 
which the razenamah was presented, stated that he, the 
appellant, withdrew his appeal to England ; and he 
assigned as the reason for not presenting his razenamah 
and petition to the Sudder Dewanny Adawlut, that 
since several of his (the appellant’s) creditors, holders 
of the said judgment-bonds, were desirous of obtaining 
an order for his confinement from the Supreme Court, 
he could not present this deed of agreement in person 
in the Court of Sudder Dewanny j but that since the 

c heed of compromise and release. 


i K lfi. 

Mo i i-.K Lai. 
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1836. 

Motee Lal 
Opudhiya 

V. 

jUGGURNATH 

Gurg. 


records of all Courts were alike, he delivered into that 
(the Zillah) Court of the Twenty-four Pergunnas (which 
had no jurisdiction over the property in question, and 
where no proceeding connected with it had been pre¬ 
viously instituted,) his petition and deed of agreement, 
the contents whereof he knew and consented to, and 
hoped that his petition and deed of agreement would 
be forwarded to the Court of Sudder Dewanny, that on 
the receipt thereof his appeal to England might be re¬ 
voked. 

Upon the presentation of the above-mentioned raze - 
namah and petition, the appellant was interrogated in 
open Court before the Judge, as to the deed of agree¬ 
ment having been entered into by him of his own free¬ 
will and desire, and also as to the cause of its not being 
presented to the Court of Sudder Dewanny; and the 
appellant having given satisfactory answers to these 
inquiries, the deed of agreement was sealed with the 
appellant’s sea! in the presence of Gholam Mustafa , a 
vakeel of the Zillah Court of the Twenty-four Pergun¬ 
nas, who was then in attendance, and the certificate of 
Mr. Ravenscroft , the Zillah Judge, that the deed was 
acknowledged before him by the appellant, was an¬ 
nexed. And it was thereupon ordered by the Zillah 
Court that the original petition of the appellant, to¬ 
gether with the deed of agreement and the proceedings 
of the Zillah Court held thereon, should be forwarded 
to the Court of Sudder Dewanny. 

Although no consideration moving from the respon¬ 
dent was stated on the face'of the appellant’s razenamah, 
yet it appeared in the proceedings afterwards held be¬ 
fore the Sudder Dewanny Adawlut relative to the revi¬ 
val of the appeal, that this agreement 'was not nudum 
pactum, but that the respondent paid to or for the use 
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of the appellant, in consideration thereof, the sum of 
50,800 rupees. 

After the receipt by the Sudder Dewanny Adawlut of 
the appellant’s petition and razenamah, and of the pro¬ 
ceedings of the Zillah Court of the Twenty-four Per- 
gunnas held thereon, Raja, Gopal Inder Narain , —who 
upon the appeal from the Zillah Court’s decree to the 

Provincial Court being admitted, and upon the present 

appellant's being let into possession under that decree, 
had become his surety for abiding by the decree of the' 
Provincial Court on the appeal, and had, in discharge 
of his liability, paid 1,07,000 rupees into the Zillah 
Court, in performance of the decree of reversal of the 
Provincial Court,—presented a petition to the Sudder 
Dewanny Adawlut, praying either that the appellant’s 
razenamah, by which he had withdrawn his appeal to 
England , might be rejected, or that some method might 
be adopted whereby the petitioner might be relieved, 
and recover the money which he had paid in execution 
of the Provincial Court's decree. 

On the gth September 1808, the Sudder Dewanny 
Adawlut took into consideration the razenamah and the 
matters connected with it, and also the before-men¬ 
tioned petition of Gopal Inder Narain ; and on that 
petition being read, the attorneys of the appellant, who 
were present, and who were questioned by the Court 
observed that their client, of his own accord, being 
present in the Court of the Twenty-four Pergunnas, 
had delivered in the razena?nah, and had no objection 
to offer in the affair. Whereupon the Sudder Dewanny 
Adawlut ordered that the razena?nah should be accepted, 
and that the translation of the papers, and the trans¬ 
mission of them to England , should be put a stop to; 
and the Court gave certain directions for discharging 
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the securities given by tbe present respondent, and the 
security-bond entered into by the present appellant’s 
surety was ordered to be returned. 

On the 24th June 1809, being nearly ten fnonths 
after the appellant had appeared in the Zillah Court 
of the Twenty-four Pergunnas, and had presented his 
petition and razcnainah, he applied by petition to the 
Sudder Dewanny Adawlut that his appeal might be re¬ 
vived, and the papers translated and transmitted to 
England ; 'alleging as a reason for this application to 
set aside his razenamah y that it had been exLorted from - 
him by menaces and duress. The statements contained 
in his petition, wherein he set forth the circumstances 
under which he withdrew his principal appeal in the 
suit, were to the following effect: 

** That owing to his blindness, and the various disad¬ 
vantages to which he was thereby subjected, the pro¬ 
ceedings in this complicated and protracted suit had 
been chiefly conducted by his dezvan * (Grudhur Kur ), 
and his mokhtar t (Bholonath Sen): that the present re¬ 
spondent and Ram Koomar Birm, one of the defendants 
in the original cause, the contriver of the plot, being 
apprehensive that upon the appeal to England a decree 
of the estate would be given in favour of the appellant, 
seduced, by means of large bribes, Grudhur Kur , and 
Bholonath Sen , and other servants of the appellant, 
who were present in Calcutta for the management and 
communication of the affairs under suit; on which the 
said Grudhur , coming to the appellant at Moorshedabad , 
stated orally, as if from the respondent, that the estate 
of Mysadil was the appellant’s by right : that he, the 
respondent, through the seduction of ill-meaning per¬ 
sons, having claimed it, prevailed by contending that 

c Chief revenue tenant. t Agent. 
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he was heir to it, ami thus obtained a decree in his 
favour: that he now only asked of the appellant an 
allowance to live upon, and the appellant might enter 
upon and possess the estate, which belonged to him : 
that by this falsehood the said Grudhur drew the appel¬ 
lant and his family from Moorslicdabad to Bydabantee , 
in which place, having lodged his family, he kept the 
appellant for nearly a month prisoner in a vessel called 
a budgerow. At last, in breach of the promise he had 
made at Moorshcdabad , he threatened that if the appel¬ 
lant did not withdraw his appeal to England , and give 
in a deed of agreement, he would put the appellant to 
death ; and that Ram Koomar and others, joining in the 
threat, determined to take away the life of the appel¬ 
lant, who, as he alleged then, thought that his faithless 
servants had all been seduced by the respondent, and 
that there was therefore no remedy but to comply with 
that was required. With the determination, then, that 
having afterwards informed the Judges of tbe Sudder 
of the circumstances he should obtain redress, he an¬ 
swered to these, his mortal enemies, that they should 
carry him before the Judges of the said Court where 

he would deliver his deed of retraction. That’accord¬ 
ingly, having removed him thence, they stated that the 
Zillah Court of the Twenty-four Pergunnas was at hand, 
and the records of all Courts alike, and that he should 
enter the deed of relinquishment in that Court, other¬ 
wise that they would immediately put him to death : 
that having said this, they sealed with the appellant’s 
seal, which was in possession of Bholonath Sc?i } some 
papers which they had probably drawn up previously 
to suit their purpose, and presented them, and stated 
to the appellant that they had sealed a petition and 
deed of retraction with the appellant’s seal, and pre- 

c 
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Motee Ul supposing that if that place were indeed a Zillah Court 
yuuHiYA enem j es never have said with such assurance, 

^°Gurg ATH that ^ wou ^ not deljver a deed of relinquishment 

they would kill him, he saw no remedy but patience 
and silence: that after that, ten or twelve officers ( pea - 
dahs) carried him thence in custody to Persadnugur , 
which is close to the house of Ram Koomar , and there 
kept him some days in a state of imprisonment: after¬ 
wards, having taken him to Mysadil , they kept him 
in close custody of several keepers; but that the name 
of Ram Koomar aforesaid having been entered for three 
annas in sixteen (i8| per cent .) of the said estate, ho 
had been less watchful in the custody of the appellant, 
who, deeming the opportunity a boon, came under the 
guidance of a single person to Calcutta ** 

The respondent, upon being called upon by the 
Court of Sudder Dewanny to give an answer to the 
statements contained in the foregoing petition, endea-* 
voured to expose the extravagance and improbability, 
of the appellant’s story, and declared that it was en¬ 
tirely devoid of truth, wholly untenable, and inconsis-> 
tent with reason: that both prior and- subsequent to 
the filing of the razenamah the appellant was attended 
by about fifty or sixty burgundasses * and other serT. 
vants, which was still the case; and the respondent 
observed, that if the appellant had really entertained 
those apprehensions in regard to his personal safety 
which, he had. stated in his petition, what .could have 
been his reason for omitting to send information, of: 
them, through the servants attached, to him, to bin 
vakeels and other friends in. Calcutta , suqh. as Copal 
/nder, JVar/iip, his bail for enforcing, the Zillah Pen?e<e, 

* Men arn^ed with matchlocks. 
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to Kalechurn Kuldar , his security for expenses in ap¬ 
peal to the King in Council, and to Baboo Gopce Mo - 
him Thakoor , his patron and protector, who were all 
persons of great respectability ? for by their interference 
he might have avoided all those fears. The respondent 
also stated, that after the admission of the razcnamah the 
appellant went to Pcrsadnugur from a dread of his cre¬ 
ditors, and took a house adjoining to the police- that 
he proceeded from that place to Mysadil, erected a 
new house at Bausdoopore, and engaged in commercial 
speculations : and that the real truth was, that after he 
had withdrawn his appeal from a consideration of its 
hopelessness, he had been persuaded by Gopal Bider 
Narain and several opulent persons in Calcutta to re¬ 
new it by his recent petition : and the respondent in¬ 
sisted, that after the execution by the appellant of the 
razenamah, and filing ,t in a Court of Justice, and its 
admission by that Court, he could not be permitted to 
render that instrument null and void ten months sub¬ 
sequent to those events. That the regulations esta¬ 
blished by the Government, the uniform practice of 

the Courts, and every species of justice, militated 
against such an idea. 

On the 4 th August i8og the Sudder Dewanny Adaw- 
lut interrogated the appellant personally in relation to 
the particulars set forth in his petition. Although his 
answers corresponded with those particulars, the Court, 
consisting of John Herbert Harington and James Stuart, 
hsqu.res, were of opinion that there was no reason to 
suspect that the appellant had not filed the razenamah 
with his own free-will and consent, and that the asser¬ 
tion of the appellant, that he was confined and com¬ 
pelled by menaces to file it, brought forward after a 
lapse of ten months, did not appear to be entitled to 
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credit : his petition was therefore deemed inadmissible 
by the Court. 

The appellant thus finding himself without remedy 
in the Sudder Dewanny Adawlut, preferred an indict¬ 
ment in the Supreme Court of Calcutta against Greed- 
hur Kur y Ram Koomar Birm , Bholonath Sen t and Hurry 
Deb Roy , for an assault and false imprisonment, and 
compelling him to execute the razenamah in question. 

This indictment, which was so framed as to include 
only the imprisonment of twenty-two days suffered 
within the jurisdiction of the Supreme Court, came on 
for trial on the 14th December 1810. The trial lasted 
five days, and on the 19th December 1810 the jury 
found all the defendants guilty. The judgment there¬ 
upon was signed on the 22nd December. Greedhur Kur 
was sentenced to two years and a half imprisonment in 
the common jail of Calcutta y during that time to be 
once placed in the pillory, to pay a fine of 5,000 rupees 
to the king, and to give security for his good behaviour 
for five years, himself in 5, 000 and two securities in 
2, 5000 rupees each. Ram Koomar Birm and Hurry 
Deb Roy were sentenced to two years imprisonment, 
to be once placed in the pillory, to pay fines to the 
king of 5,000 rupees each, and to give security for. 
their good behaviour for five years, themselves in 
5,000 rupees each, and two sureties for each in 2,500 
rupees each. Bholonath Sen was sentenced to three 
years imprisonment, to be once placed in the pillory, 
to pay a fine of one rupee to the king, and to give se¬ 
curity for his good behaviour, himself in 2,000 rupees, 
and two sureties in 1,000 rupees each. 

The defendants appealed from this judgment of the 
Supreme Court to His Majesty in Council j but upon 
the hearing of the appeal, His Royal Highness the 
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Prince Regent, acting for and on behalf of Mis Majesty, *8j<s. 
on the iith June 1S12, affirmed the said judgment. Motkk i.ai. 

Relying upon this judgment, the appellant subse- ° PI '™ ,VA 
quently brought an action of ejectment against the 
respondent in the Supreme Court, for three houses 
situate within its jurisdiction, claimed by him under 
the same title with the zemindary which is the subject 
of the present suit. The Supreme Court, after going 
at great length into the merits of the case, gave judg¬ 
ment in favour of the appellant on the 17th March 

1812. To this judgment the respondent submitted, 
never having appealed therefrom. 

The title to the property which was the subject of 
the decree of the Sudder Dewanny Adawlut sought to 
be appealed against, and the title to the property which 
was the subject of the above ejectment suit in the Su¬ 
preme Court, were admitted by the respondent to be 
one and the same. 

After having obtained the foregoing verdict and judg¬ 
ment, the appellant, on the 21st August 1812 pre¬ 
sented two petitons to the Sudder Dewanny Adawlut, 

one of which prayed for a re-hearing of his case, and 

the other, which was founded on the verdict given on 
the indictment, prayed for the revival of his appeal 
from the Sudder decree. Upon the former of these 
two petitions the Court, on the 16th December 1814 
ordered that the appellant’s prayer for a review be re¬ 
jected. With reference to the other petition it was 
thought expedient by the Court, in order to ascertain 
the truth of the appellant’s statement of what took 
place in the Zillah Court of the Twenty-four Pergunnas, 
that the evidence of Mr. Ravenscro/t should be taken - 
and on the 26th February 1813 an order was passed 
for that purpose. That gentleman was accordingly 
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examined in Court, upon oath, in the presence of both 
parties, on the 4th March 1813. From his examination 
it appeared, that in the proceedings of the Zillah Court 
of the Twenty-four Pergunnas, the appellant was in 
fact asked whether he entered the razenamah of his 
own free-will and consent, and his motive for present¬ 
ing it in that Court instead of the Court of Suddef 
Dewanny, by one of the officers of the Court : that 
Mr. Ravenscro/t , observing that the appellant tvas blind, 
took the appellants evidence with very particular care, 
and that what the appellant said was exactly taken 
down : that whilst the proceedings were going on, the 
witness (Mr. Ravenscroft) was sitting in open Court, 
and the officers of the Court, the vakeels, and people, 
were in public attendance at the time, and that thd 
appellant did not exhibit any symptoms of fear or appre¬ 
hension. 

After considering this evidence and the whole state 
of the cause, the Sudder Adawlut, on 9th November 
1814, determined that the sentence of the Supreme 
Court in a criminal case could not in any way be ad¬ 
mitted as evidence in a civil case in their Court, and 
required the appellant’s vakeels to produce evidence in 
support of the allegation in the petitions touching the 
execution of the razenamah . Before any evidence was 
produced, the Sudder Adawlut, by an order dated 16th 
December 18-1-4, declared the prayer of the petition for 
a review to be inadmissible. 


At a subsequent date (viz. in January 1815) the ap- 1 
pellant produced witnesses before the Third Jndge of 
the Sudder Adawlut to prove duress subsequent to the 
delivery of the razenamah. 

The respondent produced evidence to contradict this; 
and to prove that the appellant, notwithstanding his 
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rank and blindness, has actually carried on at Kalka- lS 3 6 - 
coond an active and diversified trade. No additional MotmLu 
evidence was adduced, either to confirm or disprove 0hud " ,ya 
the imprisonment of the appellant previously to the Juggurnath 
delivery of the razenamah or of the circumstances 
which occurred on that occasion. The notes of the 
Judge of the Supreme Court on the trial, and the evi¬ 
dence of Mr. Ravenscrofi , were considered, both by the 
Court and parties, as sufficient upon those points. 

On the 12th April 1815 the Court of Sudder Adaw- 
lut declared that the appellant’s statement regarding 
the vazenamah of the 7th September 1808, by which he 
relinquished the appeal of his case, had been by no 
means established, and that there was no necessity for 
reversing the orders passed by that Court on the 9th 
September 1808 and the 4th August 1809. and there¬ 
fore ordered that the prayer of the appellant for the 
revival of his appeal to England should be rejected, 
but that an appeal from that their final order should 
be admitted, on his filing a petition for it and giving 
security for costs, in which case copies of all the papers 
and proceedings in the principal suit itself, and the de¬ 
cisions of the Zillah and Provincial Courts, and the 
decree of that Court given on the 20th November 1807, 
should be prepared for transmission to the King in 
Council at the appellant's expense. 

The appellant having complied with the conditions 
of the order of the 12th April 1815, an appeal from 
the judgment contained therein was admitted by the 
Sudder Adawlut, and the appellant submitted that the 
same ought to be reversed, and that he ought to be 
permitted to appeal from the decree of the 20th No~ 
vember 1807, f° r the following reasons 

1 * Because the evidence adduced iu the Court below- 
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and especially when taken in conjunction with the civil 
and criminal proceedings in the Supreme Court, (the 
civil part of which proceedings were on the present 
occasion admitted by the respondent, and the criminal 
part having been since confirmed by the Privy Council 
on appeal,) satisfactorily proved that direct force and 
fraud were employed by the respondent in obtaining 
and perfecting the razenamah, which ought, on that 
account, to be pronounced invalid. 

II. Because, even if direct fraud or duress should 
not be deemed sufficiently established, yet the whole 
evidence relating to the razenamah raised such strong 
presumption of unfair dealing on the part of the re¬ 
spondent, and doubt about what actually took place in 
the Court of the Twenty-four Pergunnas, on an occa¬ 
sion where the helplessness of the party and large 
amount of the property called for peculiar vigilance, 
that the judgment complained of ought in equity to be 
set aside, both upon general grounds and the special 
circumstances of the case. 


The respondent, on the other hand, submitted that the 
order of the 12th April 1815 ought to be affirmed, and the 
appeal thereupon dismissed, for the following reason:— 
Because, from the whole evidence adduced and laid 
before the Sudder Dewanny Adawlut with regard to the 
razenamah in question, even if the proceedings in the 
Supreme Court were admissible, no other conclusion 
could justly be formed than that it was the result of 
a fair compromise between the parties, freely and vo¬ 
luntarily executed by the appellaht; and that if any 
consideration for the abandonment of a vexatious claim 
were necessary, it was founded upon a good and valu¬ 
able consideration moving from the respondent and 
accepted by the appellant. 
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Mr. Miller, K.C. , and Mr. Wigram, K. C., for the 
appellant, cited Bcrnsley v. Pozvel, (r Yes., Sen., 
287.) Duff v. Fife, (1 Shaw, House of Lords 
Reports,) Sheikh Dahoo v. Collector of Parma , 
(4 Me. Naugh. 80. ) 

Mr. Serjeant Spankie and Mr. E. J. Lloyd, for the 
respondent, were not called upon by the Court. 
Lord Brougham : 

We are of opinion, in the first place, that th e onus 
of proof lies clearly upon the appellant—the affirma¬ 
tive of the question, Was or not this razenamah ob¬ 
tained by duress ? And though fraud also is mixed 
up in this question of duress, it is principally a ques¬ 
tion of duress, whether or not there was a conspiracy 
by these persons to obtain from him this release: and 
we are of opinion (as indeed there is no occasion to 
argue that point) that the onus lies upon the appellant 
to satisfy the Court here, as it lay upon him to satisfy 
the Court below, that there was such a case of duress 
or fraud by which the razenamah was obtained. It is 
not sufficient to say that it is a case of doubt; that it 
is not perfectly clear, that the appellant was a free 
agent; that there may be suspicions on the conduct of 
the other party; or that there is a possibility and that 
there may be ground for the conclusion that it was not 
his own act. That is not sufficient : mere possibility, 
or, even to go further, probability, that there may have 
been such an origin of the transaction, is not sufficient 
to entitle the Court to set aside this razenamah. We 
are of opinion, that there is not sufficient to satisfy us, 
and that the evidence ought not to have satisfied the 
Court below, that such duress or fraud was resorted 
to in obtaining the razenamah ; and, consequently, we 
think that the right conclusion has been come to. 

D 
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The other point that has been taken is, that the 
question before the Court below, and brought by appeal 
before us, is, whether or not there was ground for 
further inquiry, and that the Court below did not give 
an opportunity to the parties to adduce all the evidence, 
they were in possession of. Here again we are of opi¬ 
nion, that the proof lies upon the appellant, and that, 
complaining as he now does that he had not an op¬ 
portunity of giving his evidence to the Court below, it 
is for him to show from these proceedings that he was 
ready to produce evidence, and offered that evidence, 
and that the Court rejected it. On the contrary, 
taking the statement which we have of what took place 
below principally from that on which both parties most 
rely, as well as upon the more formal and distinct ac¬ 
count of those proceedings, namely, the statement of 
Mr. Stuart , the third Judge’s Judgment, it rather ap¬ 
pears that a certain mode of inquiry was pointed out; 
that a particular mode of taking the evidence was 
suggested j and that there was, I will not say acqui¬ 
escence of the parties in that mode, (for it is not ne¬ 
cessary in that case,) but there was no objection by the 
parties} and that there was no evidence tendered by 
them which the Court refused to hear : consequently, 
we are of opinion, that upon that ground also the ap¬ 
pellant has failed ; that he has not satisfied us that he 
tendered evidence, which was rejected} and that upon 
the whole of the trial the queston was substantially 
gone into: the only evidence which he did adducd 
having been examined by the Court, and he having 
had the benefit of that examination. Under, the cir¬ 
cumstances, however, of the case, while we affirm the 
order of the Court below upon the grounds I have 
stated, we do not think that costs ought to be given. 
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°n Appeal from the Court of Sudder Dewanny Adawlui 

of Bengal. 

On the 14th day of September 1813, the present appel¬ 
lant instituted this suit in the Provincial Court for the 28 and 30 
division of Patna against the respondent, for the reco- 
very of an extensive estate, consisting of several entire Ss'™* 
villages, and of houses and lands, situate in the two 
j.llahs Benares and Tirlioot, and in the city of Patna 
the yearly produce or value whereof was represented as’ .. 

amounting to rupees 12,706, exclusive of the value of ""dt'ct'of 
dwellings, stated to be worth rupees 1,500. tit,c ( tbe Re- 

° Present Lord Brougham, Mr. Baron Parke, Mr. Justice Bosan ^ hcmse| ves 

Bankruptcy court ' sir Hyde ggu 
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Some portions of the estate, the particulars of which 
were specified in a schedule to his plaint, were not in 
the possession of the Respondent, but had been alien¬ 
ated many years before by persons through whom the 
respondent derived title. With these exceptions the 
respondent was in possession of the whole, and claimed 
to be entitled thereto as owner, by a title adverse to 
that set up by the appellant. 

The greater part of the villages and lands in ques- 
tion had been derived under badshahee , or royal grants 
made long prior to the 12th of August 1765, the date 
of the East-India Company's accession to the Dewanny. 
The earliest grant which in the course of the proceed¬ 
ings in the Provincial Court was adduced in evidence 
was dated as far back as the year 1604 a.d. The vil¬ 
lages and lands respectively comprised in these grants 
were granted either as “ ayeema” which signifies an al¬ 
lowance to pious or learned persons of the Mahoinedan 
religion, or as “ mud dud-mash” or aids for subsistence, 
and the majority of the grants had been made to de¬ 
scendants of Syud Mahomed Peer Dtemreah , and to 
their retainers and dependants, for maintenance, and 
for the support of the tomb of Mahomed Peer Pumreah t 
a Mahomedan saint, in or near the city of Patna , and 
of a religious establishment connected therewith, of 
which the descendants of Peer Dutnreah were the heads, 
under the title of “ Sijjada-nashin 

The nature of the property in dispute is specified and 
described by Regulation XXXVII, of the Bengal Govern¬ 
ment, A.D. 1793, entitled ** A Regulation for re-enact¬ 
ing, with modifications, the Rules passed on the 23rd 
April 1788, and subsequent dates, for trying the va¬ 
lidity of titles of persons holding or claiming a right to 
hold Altumgah, Jaghire , and other lands exempt from 


"" ' Keaiunir Uni vers; Lfs 

^cceattan No. ..*n£L£. £ 




ON .APPEALS FROM THE EAST INDIES. 


2 I 

the payment of public revenue, under grants termed l8 3 6 

badshahee, or royal grants, and for determining when TVIker* Usd- 

certain grants of that description shall be considered 00, ; LAH 

to have expired; and for fixing the amount of the pub- Mussumai 

,ic revenue to be assessed upon the lands, the grants 

for which may expire, or be judged invalid, passed 
on, ” &c. 

By section ii, it is enacted, “ that alturngah, jaghire , 
ciyma, muddud-mash , or other badshahee grants for 
holding land exempt from the payment of revenue, 
made previous to the 12th August 1765 (the date of 
the Company’s accession to the Dewanny), shall be 
deemed valid, provided the grantee actually and bona 
fide obtained possession of the land so granted previous 
to that date, and the grant shall not have been subse¬ 
quently resumed by the officers or orders of the Go¬ 
vernment.” 

By section xv, “ Altumgah, aytna , and muddud- 
mash, grants are to be considered as hereditary tenures. 

These and other grants, which from the terms or 
nature of them may be hereditary, and are declared 
valid by this Regulation, or which have been or may 
be confirmed by the British Government, or any of its 
officers possessing competent authority to confirm 
them, are declared transferable by gift, sale, or other- 
wise* and all persons succeeding to such grants, by 
whatever mode, are required to register their names in 
the office of the collector, within six months after they 
may succeed to the grant. But all such purchases 
are to be considered as made at the risk of the pur¬ 
chaser ; and in the event cf the grant no proving 
hereditary, or not to have been made or confirmed by 
the British Government, or its officers possessing com¬ 
petent authority, the transfer is not to preclude the 
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land from being subjected to the payment of revenue 
under this Regulation. Jagkires are to be considered 
as Hfe tenures only, and with all other life tenures, are 
to expire with the life of the grantee, unless otherwise 
expressed in the grant.” 

By sections xvii, xviii, xix, xx, xxi, and xxii, the 
manner of preparing the register, and requiring parties 
to enter their grants is provided, and by section xxiii 
it is expressly declared, ** that the registry of a grant 
under that Regulation is not to be considered as art 
admission of the right of the person in whose name it 
may be registered, to the property in the soil, nor of 
the validity of his grant : any person being at liberty 
to sue in the Dewanny Adawlut for the former, and 
being liable to be sued for the redemption of the grant 
by the collector, with the sanction of the Board of 
Revenue, in the event of it appearing to that Board, 
that the grant was invalid.” 

On the part of the appellant it was contended that 
the word “land/’ as used in the above-mentioned Re¬ 
gulation and others, when applied to the subject of a 
badshahee or royal grant, was not confined to the soil 
only, but included the Government share of the pro¬ 
duce,, and was in fact the land revenue of the state. 
This, however, and some other minor points as to the 
identity of the lands in question, was disputed by the 
Respondent, upon which no decision was come to in 
the Court below. 

The entire property, which, was the subject of the 
suit was originally vested in Meer Nujeem-ood-deen 
Aly , from whom both the appellant and respondent 
derived title, and who was Sijjada-nashin, one hun¬ 
dred and twenty-six years before the institution of the 
suit, and in virtue of the settlement made upon his 
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marriage with Mussumat Astna/t (the appellant’s great- 
great-aunt), she became absolute owner of the property 
upon his death. Mussumat Asmah appointed her Fa¬ 
ther, Syud Aly Mahomed , and her own brother Syud 
Hoossain , otherwise Syud Meer, managers of the pro¬ 
perty, and in the reigns of Fcrokscer and Mahomed re¬ 
newed grants of some of the villages were made out in 
their names. 

Mussumat Asmah afterwards transferred the whole of 
the property to Hoossain's son, named Syud Usd-oollah, 
the appellant's grandfather, and appointed him Sijjada- 
nashin, or religious superior, at the threshold or shrine 
of Syud Mahomed Peer Dumreali , in the city of Patna. 

The appellant made out his title to the property by 
inheritance from his granfather, the above-named 

Syud Usd-oollah , to whom the property was so con¬ 
veyed. 

The following statement of the relationship of the 
material parties, was alleged and proved by the appel¬ 
lant. The accuracy of this statement, and the posses¬ 
sion of the entire property by Meer Nujeem-ood-deen 
Aly, and the legal capacity of Mussumat Asmah to 
alienate the property, were denied by the respon¬ 
dent. 


Syud Aly Mahomed 


I 


Meer Nujeem-ood-deen Aly, 
who married Mussymat Beeby Asmah. 
fcho Appellant's great-great-Aunt. 


Syud Hoossain, 

the Appellant’s great-grand fat her. 

Syud Usd-oollah, 
the Appellant’s grandfather. 

Syud Meer, 

the Appellant’s- father. 

I 


Appellant. 

Syud Usd-oolah being invested with an office for 
religious instruction and initiation at Bhagulpore, which 
required his presence at that place, was prevented from 
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residing at Patna. The same reason continuing to 
operate upon the succeeding owners of the property, 
Bhogulpore remained the family residence of the ap¬ 
pellant and his ancestors, and the property at Patna 
was placed in the hands of agents or deputies. 

The first agent or deputy appointed to manage the 
property after it came into the possession of Syud Usd- 
oollah was Syud Moozuffer , his cousin-german, and on 
the death of Syud Moozuffer, Syud Usd-oollah deputed 
Meer Gholam Hoossain to fill the same office. 

On the death of Syud Usd-oollah , Syud Meer , the 
appellant's father, succeeded to the estates, and on the 
death of the deputy, Meer Gholam Hoossain , he nomi¬ 
nated Meer Gholam Kullundar , his own brother-in-law, 
as his deputy. 

Meer Gholam Kullundar died in 1761, and upon his 
death Beeby Zenut petitioned the appellant's father to 
appoint her the agent or deputy. This, in considera¬ 
tion of his relationship to her, he accordingly did. 

Beeby Zenut died in the year 11809, and the affairs 
of the establishment were conducted by Meer Kkadtrn 
Hoossain, who was a nephew of her’s, and a cousin of 
the appellant. 

Meer Khadim Hoossain managed the property for 
four years, and died about 1219 Fusly (or 1812), 
leaving the respondent, his widow, in possession of the 
property which he had superintended. 

About this time the appellant, who had then suc¬ 
ceeded his father, was enabled to absent himself from 
Bhogulpore , and went to Patna to take possession of 
the property. 

On his arrival at Patna for that purpose, he found 
that the respondent, who on the death of her husbaud 
had been left in possession, claimed it as her own. 
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Upon this he filed his plaint against her, stating the 1836. 

circumstances above detailed, and praying to be put in Mkrr’ Usd- 

possession of the property. ooli.au 

The respondent was the widow of Ulcer KJiadim Mussumat 

Hoossain, upon whose death she had taken possession Imaman. 

of the estates in question; and from whom she 

claimed, relying upon his possession, and that of his 

ancestors, for more than a century previous to the 
filing of the plaint. 

The following table was put in to explain her 
defence in the suit:— 


1 


Syud Aly Mahomed, 

alias 

Zyne-ool Abdecn. 


Syiul Myoon-ood-deen. 
_2 I 3 


I 


DunvaULA'y, SyudAhmud. Syud 1 ^. 

ood"ccn J Aly. BuU,,cc - 0 f l ' Aly. Syud Mahomed Aheenl,. 


Meer Gholnm Khrtal Bccl.y Nmilme. n Nn called 
ood-deen Kyder. Bcchy Hoodlum. n.nrrhd 

Gholam Hoossain. 


SVU<1 Beeby Zcnut mar- [ Mcer nholau. ) „ n 2 

uoossaiu. 1 Kulluudar j mrtr ' «oeby Xoornn. 


Mcer or Shah Khadim Hoossain, 
alias Slmh Bliojoo, 
married to 

Mussumat Becby Imaman. 
Respondent. 


Tumnl-ool link, 


According to the above pedigree it appeared that 
Nujeem-ood-deen , who was one of the four sons of 
My00n-ood-deen, and who was the common ancestor 
ol both parties, died without issue in 1128 Hijra, or 
a. d. 1713. Syud Mahomed , and Syud Ahmud, two 
other sons, also died without issue. Syud Hoossain 
was the youngest son, and came into possession of the 
whole estate; he had issue a danghter, Bee by Nunhee , 
or Beeby Boodhun, who married Meer Gholam Hoossain, 
who was also in possession. There was issue of this 
marriage a son, Meer Gholam Kullundar, who, after 
his father s death, came into possession. On the 


t 
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death of Gholam Kullundar, Becby Nujihee, his mother, 
succeeded to the estate, in the character of guardian 
and agent to Juinul-ooL Huk , his son, who was a 
minor, and who afterwards died at the age of eight 
years, whereupon Beeby Nuuhce held possession in her 
own right. The estate was relinquished by Beeby 
Nuuhce , in her lifetime, in favour of Beeby Neorun 
and Beeby Zenut , the two widows of Gholam Kullun¬ 
dar ; the latter of whom being the survivor, became 
possessed of the entirety, which she granted to her 
nephew, the said Khadim Hoossain, the husband of 
the respondent. 

The respondent set forth the above particulars of 

4 

her pedigree and claim in answer to the appellant’s 
plaint, and insisted upon the general protection to her 
title under Regulation III, of 1793, section xiv,# and 
Regulation II, of 1805, section ii, by which time is 
made a bar to certain claims. 

The principal issue in the cause, as appeared from 
the above statement, was, whether the respondent, 
and those under whom she claimed, held the property 

* “ The Zillah and City Courts are prohibited hearing, trying, 
or determining the merits of any suit whatever, against any person 
or persons, if the cause of action shall have arisen previous to the 
12th August 1765 ; or any suit whatever against any person or per¬ 
sons, if the cause of action shall have arisen twelve years before any 
suit shall have been commenced on account of it; unless the com¬ 
plainant can show, by clear and positive proof, that he had demanded 
the money or matter in question, and that the defendant had ad¬ 
mitted the truth of the demand, or promised to pay the money ; or 
that he had directly preferred his claim within that period for the 
matters in dispute, to a court of competent jurisdiction to try the 
demand, and shall assign satisfactory reasons to the Court why he 
did not proceed in the suit ; or shall prove that either from minority 
or other good and sufficient cause, he had been precluded from ob¬ 
taining redress. ■' 
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in dispute as agents for the appellant’s family, or in 
their own right. 

To this answer the appellant replied. 

And the respondent having filed his rejoinder, the 
cause was at issue j and the appellant, the plaintiff, 
produced the following proofs:—— 

ist. Several firmans, dated 1018 Ilijra , 1058 Hijra, 
22 Safar, 12th Jaloos (under the seal of Aurungzcbc, 
or Alum gee r Shah), 1060 Hijra, 1069 Hijra, 1075 
Hijra, 27th Shawal, 31 Jaloos (also under the seal of 
Aurungzebc or Alumgccr), 17th Zilkada , 34 Jaloos 
(under the like seal), 7 th Zchijja, 7 th Jaloos , being 
royal grants and confirmations of the different villages 
mentioned in them : some to the dependants of 
Nujeetn-ood-decn, some to the dependants of Syud Aly 
Mahomed and Syud Hoossain, retainers of Nujccm- 
ood-deen, and some to other persons. 

2nd. Two documents, one being a conveyance of 
?nouzah Tuhnur , one of the disputed villages, to Syud 
Hoossain, dated 1105 Hijra, a.d. 1691, and a per - 
ivanna* granted to the same person as Sijjada-nashin. 

3rd. A copy of a grant from Becby Boodhun in fa¬ 
vour of Becby Zenut and Bee by Noorun. Pcrivannas 
from the English office for the inspection of sunuuds ,t 
whereby the possession of Becby Zcnul and Becby 
Noorun is recited and confirmed. The grant from 
Beeby Zenut to Khadim Hoossain. Receipts from the 
collector’s office of kyfcents or reports made to that 
office, whereby Khadim Hoossain is recognized as 
owner of some of the villages in dispute; and copies 
of reports dated 1797, from the same office, from 
which it appears that Khadim Hoossain w*s then in 

Precept or warrant. f Dc-ecL of grant. 



Mekr Usd- 

OOL LAll 
V. 

Mussum at 
Bee by 

I MAM AN. 


28 


CASES IN THE PRIVY COUNCIL, 


1836. 

* -- > 

T 

Meek Usd- 
oollah 
v. 

Mussumat 
Beeby 
Imam an. 


possession, and claimed to be entitled, as owner, to 
divers other parts of the property in possession. 

The appellant also produced witnesses to establish 
the facts necessary to the proof of his title. One of 
them (the most important from the extent and anti¬ 
quity as well as from the nature of his evidence), Jan 
Aly t a man of seventy-five, deposed, that the pro¬ 
perty, which he very particularly specified, had been 
the estate of Ntijeem-ood-decn Aly\ that it bad been 
settled by him on his wife; that the wife had con¬ 
veyed it to Syud Usd-oollah (which conveyance, had 
actually been seen by his uncle, who had told the wit¬ 
ness of it); and he spoke to the successive appoint¬ 
ments of Gholctm Moozujfer , Gholam JFfoossain, and 
Gholatn Kullundar , to the managership, to the con¬ 
tents of a letter alleged to have been written by Beeby 
Zenut to the appellant’s father for the managership 
and the purport of the sunnud in reply, and to the 
payment to the appellant's father of four thousand 
rupees on account of the rents in Gholam Kullundar*& 
time. 

The same kind of evidence was given by Meer 
Kulloo, and witnesses generally were called to prove 
payments of money from the estate in three several 
years, 1184, 1200, and 1209, Fusly j the provison for 
the expenses of the marriage of the appellant and his 
son, one forty years, the other three years before, out 
of the produce of the estates; the restoration, in one 
instance, in 1203 or 1204 Fusly , of a person who had 
been turned out of his house by Beeby Zenut , upon a 
letter from the appellant - f and acknowledgments made 
on three or» four occasions by Beeby Zenut , or Beeby 
Zenul's servants, to the witnesses, or to persons who 
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told the witnesses, that the appellant was the master 
and that she was only a manager. 

After these witnesses had been examined, the ap¬ 
pellant’s remaining witnesses were called, when his 
vakeel stated that his client restricted the proof of his 
claim to the evidence already delivered in by his wit¬ 
nesses, and that it was unnecessary to take the depo¬ 
sitions of any more. 

1 he respondent then proceeded to prove the actual 
exercise of ownership by herself, her husband, and his 
predecessors, during a period of nearly sixty years, by 
putting in, in addition to the private and public docu¬ 
ments evidencing the same facts, which the appellant 
himself had already given in evidence, a series of mort¬ 
gage deeds and leases executed respectively by Gholcim 
Kullundar , Bccby Boodhun, Bee by Zcunt, and Bccby 
Noonai, in the years 1171 Hijra, 1168 Fus/y, 1179 
Hijra, 1188 Hijra , 1195 Hijra, 1198 Hijra, 1207 

Hijra ; a conveyance by Bccby Noorun of her share 
and proportion of the estate executed in favour of 
Beeby Zcnut , dated 1202 Hijra ; the proceedings in a 
suit instituted in the Patna City Court, in 1783, 
against Bccby Zcnut, with respect to a mortgage, from 
which it appeared there had been another suit against 
Mussumats Noorun and Zcnut in 1774, arising out of 
the same transaction ; the decree in a suit in the same 
City Court, instituted by Mussumats Zcnut and 
Noorun against Fatima Khan, in another mortgage 
transaction, dated 30th January 1789 ; and a decree 
in the Zillah Court of Ttibool , in a suit also instituted 
against Beeby Zcnut in 1793 ; also relating to a mort¬ 
gage and several leases granted by Khadim Hoossain in 
1214 Hijra, 1217 Fusty, and 1220 Hijra. 

The respondent also examined as witnesses thirteen 
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persons who were connected and acquainted with the 
property, and who deposed to the fact of the posses¬ 
sion of the estate by herself, her husband ( Khadim 
Hoossam), Bee by Zenut , Bee by Noorun, and Bee by 
Boodhun , respectively as acknowledged owners and 
proprietors. 

Several of these witnesses also produced grants and 
leases from those persons, under which they had long 
held and were still holding parts of the estates. 

At this stage of the proceedings the appellant, in 
order to strengthen his case, called three further wit¬ 
nesses; two of them to depose to the purport of a 
letter already spoken to by the witness, Jan Aly, and 
alleged to have been sent by Beeby Zenut to the appel¬ 
lant's father, fifty-three years previously, requesting 
the situation of manager of the estates, and of the 
“ sunnud” sent in reply, and all three to prove pay¬ 
ments of money by Beeby Zenut to the appellant’s 
father, in 1200, 1203, and 1209 Fusty. 

The appellant also put in further documentary evi¬ 
dence consisting of the following particulars, viz. a 
firtnan , or grant and confirmation of the village Tul- 
inur Boozoorg and Khoord (a principal part of the 
estate) to Syud Aly Mahomed and Syud Hoossam , 
dated 1712 A D -; an extract from Mr. Vansittart’s 
records, in which some part of the property is stated_ 
to have been granted in the name of Nujeem-ood-deen , 
and other part in the names of Syud Hoossain and 
Mahomed Aly ; a soorut-hal, purporting to have been 
made by Gholam Kullundar , declaring the nature and 
particulars of his title, and which the appellant filed 
for the purpose of showing a variance between it and 
the conveyance from Beeby Boodhun, which had been 
filed by the respondent ; and three documents, pur- 
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porting to be letters under the seal of Beeby Zenv.t l « 8 3<5. 
addressed to the appellant and his father, in which, MeeITiJsd. 

either directly or in effect, the property in dispute was °°J; LAH 

acknowledged to be that of the persons addressed, and Mussumat 

that Beeby Zenut was their agent and manager; and Imaman. 

four other documents, purporting to be copies under 
the signature of the Judge of Bhogulpore , of ist, a 
soorut-hal , or statement of facts, in the name of 
G ho lam Hoossain, in which the property was expressly 
recognized as that of Beeby Asinah by marriage settle¬ 
ment, and to have been transferred by her to Syud 
Usd-oollah , the appellant’s grandfather ; 2nd, a deed 
of relinquishment dated 1774 ad., j n the name of 
Beeby Boodhun, which in all respects corresponded with 
the appellant’s statement of his case ; 3rd, a durkhast 
or petition of Beeby Zenut addressed to the appellant’s 
father, requesting the appointment of manager of the 
estate; and 4th, a perwanjia of the appellant’s father 
granting the managership accordingly. 

On the 23rd May 1815, the second judge of the 
Provincial Court of Patna (the Hon. James R. El - 
phinstone), after a patient and careful examination of 
the evidence, ordered “That the decree be awarded in 
favour of the appellant; that he obtain possession and 
occupancy of the villages and estates in dispute. That 
the defendant (now respondent) pay all the costs; and 
that it be at the option of the plaintiff to enter a sepa¬ 
rate suit in the usual form for the amount embezzled, 
previous and posterior to the institution of the suit.” " 

From this decree the respondent appealed to the 
Sudder Dewanny Adawlut, and in the petition of 
appeal, and in her reasons of appeal subsequently filed, 
among other things objected to the testimony adduced 
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by the plaintiff, and the reasons assigned for its judg¬ 
ment by the Provincial Court, 

To these the now appellant put in an answer. 

The then appellant (now the respondent) delivered 
in as further evidence a decree of the Zillah Court of 
Bhogulpore, pronounced 6th March 1794, in a suit 
in which Beeby Boodhun was plaintiff, and Syud Ma¬ 
homed Meer was defendant. 

This decree and previous proceedings were produced 
by the respondent in order to show that the defence 
there adopted by Syud Mahomed Meer was inconsis¬ 
tent with the fact of his either having or being en¬ 
titled to actual possession of the property now in 
dispute. 

The present appellant also filed, as further evidence, 
an order of the same Court in the same suit, touching 
certain documents which the appellant had then pro¬ 
duced, amongst which were a soorut-hal of Meer 
Q ho lam Hoossain, Beeby Boodhun’s deed of relin¬ 
quishment, Beeby Zenut's durkhast for the manager¬ 
ship, and Meer Mahomed Kassim Khan's penvanna . 

These documents appeared to have been proved in 
the last-mentioned cause ; but having been considered 
by the Zillah Court of Bhogulpore as irrelevant in the 
suit then depending, the originals were returned to 
Beeby Noorun's Vaheel, and .copies of them were, by 
the order of the Judge, preserved in the Zillah, Court 
office. 

The Sudder Adawlut took the four documents 
transmitted by the Provincial Court out of the “re¬ 
cord " of the original suit, and sent them to the Zillah 
Court of Bhogulpore to be compared with the copies 
of the same documents retained by that Court. 
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Respecting these documents, the Suddcr Dewanny 
Adawlut thought it necessary to direct a precept to Meek I'sn- 
the Court at Bhogu/pore , requiring that Court to OOLLAn 

transmit to them the original proceeding and papers Mussumat 
then in their office, connected with the case of Imaman. 

Mussumat A oorun v. Syud A/ahomcd AIccr . 

The four documents above specified were accord- 
ingly transmitted. On the 26th September 1817, the 
Sudder Dewanny Adawlut pronounced the following 
judgment :— 

On an attentive perusal of all the papers, and on 

examination into all the pleas of the parties in this 

case, the Court observes, That the respondent, on the 

14th September 1813, (English era,) prosecuted Hie 

appellant in the Patna Provincial Court, for entry into 

the villages, lands, and dwellings, the effects of Alussu- 

viat As?nah , his great-grandfather's own sister and his 

earlier predecessor, rated at the sum of rupees 1,27,030, 

the tenfold amount of one year's produce of the said 

villages, and 1,500 rupees, the value of the dwellings, 

forming an aggregate of rupees 1,28,530, on the 
following grounds :— 

° That Beeb y Astnah, the wife of Mecr Nujeem-oud - 
dcen t possessed, in virtue of her marriage settlement, 
all the real and personal property, the effects of her 
husband, and appointed her father, Syud Ali Mahomed , 
and her own brother, Syud Hoossain , mokhtars* on her 
part to superintend and administer the same, in whose 

name she procured a firman for the cession of several 
of the said villages. 

That the said Mussumat afterwards transferred the 
above-mentioned property to Syud Usd-oollah, the 

Agents. 

F 
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plaintiff's grandfather, and died. That the plaintiff’s 
grandfather left Syud Moozuffer manager of the mash , 
after whose death Meer Gholam Hoossain was appointed 
to that office. That after the respondent's grandfather 
and the said Gholam Hoossain died, Gholam Kulhindar 
was delegated to the managership on the part of the 
respondent's father, on whose demise his wife, Mussu- 
?nat Zenut, presented a durkhast to the respondent's 
father, soliciting the office, which was sanctioned. 
That when, in 1216 Fusly , the said Mussumat died, 
Meer Khadim Hoossain conducted the affairs of the 
fnash in dispute for four years, who also dying in 1219 
lusly , his wife, Mussumat Beeby Imaman , had posses¬ 
sion of same. 

“ The plaintiff, hdwever, has not brought forward 
a single argument, or in any other manner established 
either the truth of his allegations, or the proof that 
Beeby Asmah did, in point of fact, receive the said mash 
as a marriage settlement, or did transfer it to his 
grandfather. And although the said respondent for 
the purpose of proving that the appellant and her 
ancestors held possession of the mash in dispute 
merely as managers, has filed the following pa¬ 
pers—copy of a deed of relinquishment dated 19th 
Shaban , 1181 Hijra , executed by Beeby Boodhun, the 
mother of Meer Gholam Kullundar , Musswnat Zenuf s 
husband; copy of a paper dated 6th Ramazan , 1176 
Hijra, written by Beeby Zenut to Syud Mahomed 
Meer , the respondent’s father ; and copy of a sunnud 
dated 17th Shuhur Shawal, X176 Hijra in Mussumat 
Zenut's name, granted in compliance with her durk¬ 
hast ;—and although he has verbally stated, that' when 
Mussumat N00run, the second wife of Syud Mahomed 
Meer , the respondent's father, prosecuted her husband, 
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she delivered in the original papers into Court, re- 18 3<5- 
ceived them back, and deposited copies in their stead, Mf.kr Usu- 
—still it is abundantly manifest, from the whole of the on, '; A " 
proceedings in the case of Mussinnat Noorun v. Sxud Mussumat 
Mahomed Mcer , that Mussumat lYoorun never insti- Imaman. 
tuted against her husband a suit of such a nature as 
to require the filing of those papers in proof of her 
claim. On the contrary, it appears from a proceeding 
of the BhoguIpore Court ; dated 6th February 1794. 

(English era,) under the hand of Mr. John Fombelle , that 
the said gentleman, in consequence of the irrelevancy 
of those papers to the cause, ordered them to be re¬ 
turned to the vakeel of Mussumat Noorun , and copies 
of them to be preserved in the office. 

“ Moreover, on inspecting the documents from 
which the said exhibits were copied, which had been 
retained in the office of that zillah to the present 
time, it appears that none of them are signed by any 
superior officer of the Court; but from the copy of 
Mr. John Fom be lie* s signature being affixed to the 
said documents from which the extracts are copied it 
is evident that those exhibits are copies from copies, 
and not, as the respondent asserts, copies from originals/ 
consequently, such copies of copies, the originals of 
which are not discoverable, are in every respect un¬ 
worthy of credit in a Court of Justice. 

“ As the contents of the paper written by Bee by 
Zenut , of the deed of relinquishment, and of the above 
sunnud. , and the purport of the plaint filed by the 
respondent, correspond,—and as, exclusive of this, the 
respondent possesses not a single argument to verify 
his allegation or to substantiate his right,—the Court is 
satisfied that the respondent has forged the copies in 
the office, inserted them in the records of the Court, 
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procured copies of them under the Judge’s signature, 
and thus established a ground for the present prose¬ 
cution. Reasoning from analogy, such having been 
his mode of proceeding, it is clear and evident beyond 
doubt, that he has fabricated and forged all the letters 
which he asserts to be originals, and written by Beeby 
Zenut to his father ; wherein she acknowledges the 
respondent’s right and her own managership: the 
Court is therefore of opinion, that they do not in any 
shape tend to benefit the respondent's claim. 

“ From the purport of the reply of the original 
firmans and sunnuds , and of the other documents filed 
by the appellant, it is fully proved that the following 
persons have successively held the ?nash in dispute: 
First, Meer Nujeem-ood-deen, the son of Myoon-ood - 
deen ; alter his death, Gholam Hoossain, husband of 
Beeby Nunhee, alias Beeby Boodhun , Meer Nujeem-ood- 
dcetH s own niece 3 after his demise, Gholam Kullun- 
dar, Gholam Hoassain l s son ; after his (1 Gholam 
Kullundar's) death, his mother, Mussumat Nunhee ; in 
succession to hef^ Mussumats Ze?iul and Noorun t 
Gholam Knllundaf*s wives, in virtue of the said Beeby 
Nunhee’s transfer ; afterwards, Mussumat Zenut , in 
right of her co-existent wife's ( Mussumat Noorun’s ) 
transfer of the whole mash to her; then, in virtue of 
the said Mussumat Zenut?s transfer, Shah Khadim 
Hoossain , the husband of Mussumat Beeby Imaman, 
the appellant ; and lastly, after his death, Beeby Ima¬ 
man herself. 

tr All which persons have ever since, and even prior 

to the reign of Shah Ahwigeer, uninterruptedly held 
and enjoyed the said ?nash in person in their own 
right, and not as the plaintiff's ancestors’ managers, 
without dispute or interference on the part of any 
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person whatsoever; and that, consequently, the re¬ 
spondent’s action, which is entirely grounded on fraud, 
forgery, and villany, ought, in every point of view, to 
be dismissed. 

“ Adverting to the reasons above stated, a final order 
and decision is passed, that the decree of the Second 
Judge of the Patna Provincial Court, dated 23rd No¬ 
vember 1815, ^English era,) be cancelled and reversed, 
and a decree awarded in favour of the appellant. That 
on the enforcement of this decree, the appellant do 
hold possession of the disputed mash as heretofore.” 

The appellant, feeling himself deeply aggrieved by 
so serious an imputation on his character as the 
judgment of the Court of Sudder Adawlut inferred, 
without any proof having been required or adduced of 
the truth of the assumptions on which that judgment 
proceeds, preferred a petition of appeal therefrom to 
His Majesty in Council, and humbly hoped that the 
same might be reversed, and the decree of the Provincial 
Court established and affirmed, for the following 
amongst other reasons:— 

I. Because the Sudder Dewanny Adawlut, in re¬ 
versing the decree of the Provincial Court, acted upon 
a groundless presumption of forgery, of which there 
was no investigation and no proof, and without paying 
due attention to the documentary and oral testimony, 
which had been so carefully and deliberately sifted and 
weighed in the Provincial Court before judgment 
therein was pronounced in favour of the appellant. 

II. Because, both by the documents produced and 
the testimony of the respectable and credible witnesses 
examined, and who were personally examined by the 
Provincial Judge, it was clearly proved that Bccby Zcnicl 
was in possession of the property in question, not as 
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owner, but merely as agentand manager for the ap¬ 
pellant and his father. 

The respondent, on the other hand, humbly hoped 
the apeal might be dismissed, and the decree of the 
Sudder Dewanny Adawlut confirmed, for the follow¬ 
ing among other reasons:— 

I. Because the appellant's claim, if in other respects 
well founded, was barred by lapse of time. 

II. Because the appellant failed to establish, by 
credible evidence, his allegations of title and ownership 
to the property in question. 

III. Because, upon the balance »of the testimony 
adduced by the respective parties, considered with 
reference to its respectability, it was manifest that the 
respondent, and those under whom she claimed, Were 
or had been in possession of the estate as owners, and 
not as managers or trustees for the appellant or his 
ancestors, as by him alleged. 


Mr. Miller, K.C., and Mr. Wigram , K.C., for 
the appellant. 

Mr. Serjeant S pankie, and Mr. Lloyd, for the 
respondent. 


Mr. Baron PARKE : 

7 December Their Lordships are called upon in this case to 

pronounce their opinion on a single question of fact, 
with respect to which, however, there is a great mass 
of documentary and parol evidence on both sides, and 
conflicting decisions of the Provincial and Sudder 
Dewanny Courts, between which we are left to decide, 
without much assistance in investigating the truth 
from either. We must therefore determine for our¬ 
selves, in the best way we are able, upon the evidence. 
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oral and written, which was adduced on both sides, 
and which has been laid before us and very elaborately 
discussed. 

% 

The plaintiff (the appellant) seeks, by the original 
suit commenced in 1813, to recover from the defend¬ 
ant a property of which he was then in possession. 
This circumstance alone throws upon him the burthen 
of proof. He was bound to show, to the satisfaction 
of the Court, that he had a just title to the possession. 
The nature of the property is not very clearly ex¬ 
plained, but it is certain that it had the character of 
real estate, being a part of the land-revenue of a cer¬ 
tain district originally granted by the Mogul govern¬ 
ment for religious purposes, or rather burthened with 
a religious obligation, and subject to it, to be enjoyed 
by the grantees for their own benefit. This property 
is denominated a muddud-mash. It had been un¬ 
doubtedly in the actual possession of those under whom 
the defendant claimed, and of the defendant herself, 
prior to and since the year 1761 down to the com¬ 
mencement of the suit. The plaintiff deduced no 
title to himself by proof of any conveyance from the 
original grantees of the Moguls, or from any of the 
persons who had been in possession : he was obliged, 
therefore, to claim on the ground that the possession 
of the defendant and her predecessors was legally his 
own, and that the persons in the actual occupation or 
receipt of the profits were his agents, and received 
them on his account. Ihe single question of fact was, 
in effect, the only question in the cause, and the 
plaintiff was bound to prove the affirmative. The 
course which he took for this purpose was, in the first 
instance, to prove, by several witnesses, payments of 
money by Meer Gholam Kullundar, who was in pos- 
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session prior to and about 1760, and by Beeby Zenut, 
who subsequently occupied. Those made by her were 
stated to have been in 1767 or 1777, on the occasion of 
the plaintiff's marriage ; also in 1793 and 1802 : and such 
payments in all amounted to between ten and eleven 
thousand rupees. He also gave evidence of the expenses 
of the plaintiff’s marriage having been defrayed out of 
the revenue, and that the ceremony was performed in 
1777, when he acted as malik or owner j and the like 
on the occasion of the marriage of a son (whether the 
same or a different one is left uncertain) in 1793 and 
1812. One witness spoke to an act of ownership in 
the plaintiff or his father in 1783, Beeby Zenut having 
restored, by his order, the witness’s father to a house 
from which he had been removed; and several others 
deposed to declarations of Meer Qholam Kullundar and 
of Beeby Zenut on different occasions, and particularly 
in 1776 and 1777, and even by Shah Khadim Hoossain 
in 1812, that the plaintiff was the real owner of the 
mash • and the case was then closed. But in a subse¬ 
quent stage, and a very short time before the judgment 
was given, the plaintiff gave more parol evidence, and 
produced three letters appearing to be under the seal 
of Beeby Zenut, each recognizing the plaintiff’s title 
and that of his father, and he exhibited six copies of 
papers from the Court of Bhogulpore , one of which 
purports to be a deed of relinquishment from Beeby 
Boodhun to Beeby Zenut in 1767, a durkhast or peti¬ 
tion from Beeby Zenut for the management, dated in 
1762, and a grant of the management accordingly. 
The last, if genuine and duly proved, would have been 
decisive in the plaintiff’s favour; but these six docu¬ 
ments were considered by the Sudder Court as for¬ 
geries, and upon that assumption the decree of that 
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Court was founded. A great suspicion undoubtedly 
attaches to them. But it is not necessary to discuss the 
question whether there was sufficient proof that they were 
actually forged ; because, at all events, the copies were 
inadmissible, for there was no evidence of a search for 
the originals. These six papers must therefore be 
altogether dismissed from the case for that reason, and 
it must rest, on the part of the plaintiff, on the other 
documents and the oral testimony. 

On the other hand, the defendant called many wit¬ 
nesses to prove that she, and those under whom she 
claimed, acted and were always treated as the owners 
of the mash ; that the plaintiff and his ancestors were 
never supposed to be so ; and several deeds were put 
in, proving a dealing with the property from a very 
early period. There were two mortgages from Mccr 
Gholam Kullundar in 1756 and 1761, showing that he 
was then acting as owner. In 1765 Bccby Boodhun 
mortgaged the property. A deed was then put in of 
the date of 1768, dividing the whole between Bee by 
Zenut, to whom eight shares were assigned, and Bee by 
Noorun, who took seven. That both were subsequently 
in possession was proved by their joining in a lease in 
1775 , and by one leasing in 1782 her seven shares, 
and the other mortgaging her eight shares in 1783.' 

his possession of both is shown by perwannas to have 
continued in 1786, and is said to be an absolute pos 
session } and there is parol evidence on the cross-exa¬ 
mination of the plaintiff’s witness Mahto, and the 
examination of the defendant’s witness Bux, that both 
were at one time in possession, for the latter mentions 
that there were two cutcherries * A conveyance was 
then proved of Bee by Noorun's share to Bee by ZenuL 

* Office of collectors of revenue. 
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in 1789 ; after which, in 1791 and 1793, the latter 
leases as sole owner, and conveys the whole, in 1796, 
to Shah Khadim Hoossain, her nephew, of whose 

actual possession in 1794 parol evidence was given ; 

• 

and four leases, two of the subsequent dates of 1799, 
j8oo, and two of 1805, were produced, all purporting 
to be made by Shah Hoossain alone, and proving that 
he acted as owner from that;time. 

From this outline of the defendant’s case, so far as 
I have stated, and without adverting to two important 
facts which I shall afterwards notice, it appears fh.at a 
title is deduced from Beeby B.oodhun to the defendant, 
and confirmed by regular acts of ownership exactly, 
corresponding with the documentary title. On con¬ 
trasting this case with the plaintiff's, several observa¬ 
tions occur in favour of its truth. So far, indeed, as 
relates to the acts of ownership, of Beeby Zenut, it is 
not absolutely inconsistent with the plaintiff's case, 
which admits her to be in possession, and, being so, 
she might deal with the estate by leasing and mort¬ 
gaging it as her own ; but the acts of ownership of 
Beeby Boodhun and Beeby J^oorun are altogether in¬ 
consistent, and cannot be explained upon the plaintiff’s 
hypothesis; and they are very distinctly and satis¬ 
factorily proved. Again., the admissions of title sworn 
to as having been made by Meer Gholam Kullundar, 
Beeby Zenut, and Shah. Khadim Hoossain or Borge , 
are wholly at variance with their solemn acts ; for 
these declarations are said to have been made about 
the very times that these persons were actually con¬ 
veying the property as their own : and it is impossible 
to suppose that, when they were acting as owners and 
in their own right, they should be admitting to wit¬ 
nesses that they, had no righ£ at all. Much greater 
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credence is to be given to their acts than to their 
alleged words, which are so easily mistaken or misre¬ 
presented. As to the ptoof of payments, their amount 
is small compared to the actual revenue; and it may¬ 
be true, that, considering the connexion of the families, 
(for the plaintiff married Becby Zcnut's niece,) money 
has been occasionally sent as an act of bounty, and the 
expenses of the marriage of the plaintiff may also have 
been defrayed, in part or in all, by her. But if the 
proceeds of the mash had really belonged to and been 
remitted to the plaintiff down to the commencement 
of the suit, which the plaintiff alleges, whatever diffi¬ 
culty there might have been to have proved such pay¬ 
ments at a more remote period, there certainly would 
have been none in giving abundant evidence, in recent 
times, by numerous living witnesses ; but the proof, 
instead of growing stronger, becomes weaker, the 
nearer we approach to the present period, and no re¬ 
mittances whatever are shown to have occurred since 
1802. 

The restoration of the witness, Mahlo's father, in 
1783 by Becby Zenut, at the request of the plaintiff’s 
father, may have a foundation in truth, without lead¬ 
ing to the inference that the father was the mnlik ; and 
it is to be observed, that it is at variance with a fact 
asserted by other witnesses of the plaintiff, namely, 
that in 1776, seven years before, the plaintiff himself 
was the owner of the property. 

I proceed to the written evidence. The three letters 
alleged to be from Becby Zenut are open to much 
observation : they were brought forward late in the 
cause, after the plaintiff’s vakeels had closed their 
case, the last of them on the very day of the decree, 
when the opposite party had no opportunity to con- 
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test their genuineness, and that was not proved except 
by the similarity of the impression of the seal with 
that of a seal produced by the defendant. 

The first of these letters which, according to the 
testimony of a witness named Gholam Hoossain, was 
written in 1793, is addressed to Mahomed Meer as the 
malik , whereas it is proved by several of the plaintiff's 
witnesses that the plaintiff himself filled that character 
in 1776. The second, dated 1797, might, if true, 
have been confirmed by the production of the account 
therein referred to ; and if it had been really written 
by Beeby Zenut to the plaintiff, it is singular that, after 
the strong entreaties it contains that the plaintiff would 
come over on account of her age, infirmity, and failure 
of sight, he should have permitted her still to con¬ 
tinue his agent till her death, which happened nine 
years afterwards. 

The third letter is open to no observation peculiarly 
belonging to it, but all are very inconsistent with the 
solemn acts, leases, and mortgages, proved on the other 
side on corresponding dates: a lease in 1765 by Beeby 
Boodhun, in 1793 by Beeby Zenut, and a conveyance 
by the latter in 1795 to Shah Khadim Hoossain of 
all his estate. 


We should therefore feel little difficulty in deciding 
on which side the truth lay, if we had nothing else to 
guide our judgment than the comparison of these con¬ 
flicting acts and declarations, parol and written, on one 
side and on the other but we are not thus confined. 
There are some other facts which are established be¬ 
yond all possibility of doubt, and there is no better 
criterion of the truth, no safer rule for investigating 
cases of conflicting evidence, where perjury and fraud 
must exist on the one side or the other, than to con- 
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sider what facts are beyond dispute, and to examine 
which of the two cases best accords with those facts, 
according to the ordinary course of human affairs and 
the usual habits of life. 

Now there were two facts most distinctly established. 
The first was, that in pursuance of a notice given 
according to Regulation XXXVII, 1793, section xx, 
Shah Khadim Hoossam in 1797 entered his claim in 
the public records as the owner of this wash , deriving 
his title by grant or tumleek-namali from Bceby Zcnut 
dated in 1796, and no proof was given on the part of 
the plaintiff that he ever was, or claimed to be, regis¬ 
tered as the owner. The second fact was, that although 
the plaintiff's case proceeded on the ground that Bceby 
Zenut and Shah Khadim Hoossain were in possession 
as his agents, and accounted to him for the profits, yet 
he produced no single account-current or du/tar for 
any part of the time. These two facts, then, being 
undoubted, we have to consider whether the case on 
the part of the plaintiff can be reasonably reconciled 
with them. If that case were true, is it likely that 
the claimant, who lived fifty or sixty miles from Patna, 
would have abstained to bring forward his claim on so 
important an occasion as that which occurred, when 
the Government called upon all persons having title 

^ to appear and enter it 

on public registers, in order to prevent its being for¬ 
feited to the Government? This fact is most im¬ 
portant, not because the registers themselves are at all 
of the nature of conclusive evidence of title, (for the 
Regulations provide against that,) but because this act 
of registration after a proclamation amounts to a 
public, open, and notorious assertion of title on the one 
side, and the omission to register, unexplained by proof 



Meek Usd- 
OOLI.AH 


V. 

Mussuma r 

Bee by 

I MAM AN. 


4*5 


CASES IN THE PRIVY COUNCIL. 


1836. 


Meer Usd- 

OOLLAH 

•v. 

MUSSUM AT 
Beeby 
I mam an. 


of the ill health of the claimant, or absence in a distant 
country, or ignorance, afford an equally strong pre¬ 
sumption of the non-existence of any title on the other. 
Again, if the plaintiff was for hear fifty years the 
owner, having either the whole of the mash or the sur¬ 
plus of its revenues, after satisfying the supposed re¬ 
ligious purposes for which it was given, is it to be be¬ 
lieved that he would not have had a regular annual 
account, at all events some occasional statement, from 
his agents, of the receipts and disbursements ? And we 
have the means of knowing, from the assistance we re¬ 
ceive at this Board from persons conversant with the 
subject, that the natives are particularly exact in keep¬ 
ing written accounts. 

For these reasons we are of opinion, that the weight 
of evidence is in favour of the defendant, and that the 
claimant has by no means satisfied the exigency of the 
law, which throws on him the' burthen of proof* We 
therefore affirm the decree of the Sudder Dewanny 
Adawlut, and we are of opinion that it must be affirmed 

with costs. 
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Sorab-jee Vacua Ganda . Appellant, 

v . 

Koonwur-jee Manik-jee . Respondent.* 

On AppeoJ from the Court of Sudcler Dezeanny Adawlut 

of Bombay. 


This was an appeal from three several decrees of the 
Sudder Dewanny Adawlut at Bombay , two of them 
affirming on appeal decrees of the Provincial Court at 
Surat, whereby the judgments of the Zillah Court 
at Surat, pronounced in favour of the respondent in 
two suits brought by him in that Court against the 
appellant and his brother, Munjec bhaee, sons of 
Vacha Ganda, were affirmed } and the third decree, 
affirming a decree of the Provincial Court, whereby 
upon the appeal of the present respondent, the judg¬ 
ment of the Zillah Court in one of the suits was in 
part reversed. 

Vacha Ganda Bheem-jee , a parsee, the father of the 
appellant Sorab-jee Vacha Ganda and Muniee-bhaee, 
was an inhabitant of Surat , but about the Hindoo year 
1846 (a.d. 1790) went to reside at Bombay , where he 
carried on business as a merchant until A.D. 1800, in 
which year, being afflicted with insanity, his family Ind 

: L ° rd Brou g ham ' the Vice-Chancellor (Sir L. Shad- 
nell), Mr. Ju 6 tice Bosanquet, the Chief Judge of the Court of Bank¬ 
ruptcy, and Sir Alexander Johnston. 


i December 
183G. 

The Sudder 
Adawlut 
Court of Bom¬ 
bay having, 
on the hearing 
of a cause, 
permitted an 
account-cur¬ 
rent to be 
proved by the 
entries in the 
plaintiff’s 
dufters or ac¬ 
count-books, 
and decreed 
the defendant 
to pay the 
balance upon 
that evidence, 
unsupported 
by oral testi¬ 
mony, and 
notwithstand¬ 
ing the denial 
of any sum 
being due by 
the defendant 
in his answer ; 
held by the 
judicial com¬ 
mittee that 
under such 

.ha books of account of the plaintiff cannot bo used singes” evidence 

against „,c defendant and fha, the decree, founded thereon m us. be re- 
versed. 
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himself took up their residence at Surat , and his 
affairs were thenceforth carried on by his sons in his 
name ; in the course of which they opened an account 
with the respondent in their father Vacha Ganda’s' 
name, and beginning in the year A.D. 1800. 

Vacha, Ganda Bheem-jee, together with his brother 
Hormuz-jee Bheem-jee , became entitled, on the death 
of their father Bheem-jee Rustom-jee , to certain lands 
and houses at Surat, and considerable outstanding 
debts, as his coheirs. Vacha Ganda Bheem-jee, though 
he occasionally visited Surat , resided principally at 
Bombay ; Hormuz-jee BJieem-jee resided constantly at 
Surat. 

0 

It having become expedient, at the peried of Vacha 
Ganda's becoming insane, to make a division of these 
debts, an agreement was, through the mediation of 
the respondent, who was a relation of the family, en¬ 
tered into in 1800, between Hormuz-jee on the one 
part, and the appellant and his brother, acting on be¬ 
half of their father Vacha Ganda Bheem-jee , on the 
other. By this agreement Hormuz-jee was to take 
for his share twenty of the outstanding debts, and 
the appellant and his brother were, on behalf 
of their father, to take a debt outstanding at Bom¬ 
bay\ and to receive from Hortnuz-jee 13,000 rupees 
by an order on the respondent. A deed of mutual 
release and assignment was accordingly executed 
by Hormuz-jee , and the appellant and his brother on 
the part of their father Vacha Ganda Bheem-jee , on 
Chyte-sood 2nd Sumvit 1856 (a.d. 27th March 1800); 
and the respondent gave an acknowledgment, or pro¬ 
missory note, to pay Vacha Ganda Bheem-jee i 3 ,ooo 
rupees, with nine per cent, interest, on account of 
Hormuz-jee . 
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Vac/ia Ganda Dhecm-jec died at Surat in April iSor. 
The appellant and his brother Munjecbhace took out 
letters of administration of his estate and effects in 
the Recorder’s Court at Bombay on the 8th May 
following, and on the 3rd March 1S02 filed an inven¬ 
tory of them in that Court. 

Upon the death of his father the appellant settled at 
Bombay , where he carried on business as a merchant 
in his own name : his brother Munjce-bhace established 
himself at Surat , where he carried on business in the 
family name of Vacha Ganda. 

About 1812 or 1813 Alunjee bhace failed - and on 
the 6th April 1813 Uie respondent hied a plaint in 
the Zillah Court of Surat against the appellant and 
Minijee-bhace , in which he stated, that, in the Suinvit 
year 1856, (A.D. 1 799-1800,) the appellant and Munjee- 
bhace began to have dealings with him in their father’s 
name ; that the account was regularly adjusted by the 
gomashtahs * of both parties up to the Sumvit year 
i860 ; (a.d. 1803-4 ,) that the transactions of Suinvit 
1861, (a.d. 1804-5,) up to the last day of the month 
Assin, (October 1805,) were examined on the 9th Poos- 
sood 1862, (a.d. December 1805), at which time there 
appeared a balance in his favour of rupees 7,132. iq. 
6or. ; and that some time after this his gomashtah , 
Peshtun, fraudulently took away several documents 
from his house, amongst which were letters from the 
appellant, recognizing his debt and assuring him of 
payment. He then stated, that his claim against the 
appellant and his brother on this alleged account- 
current amounted to rupees 7,132. iq. 6or. principal, 
and rupees 6,556. 3q. i6r. interest, from which he had 
deducted rupees 2,125 principal, and rupees 2,070. 

0 Agents or confidential representatives. 
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3q. 6r. interest, amounting to rupees 4,195. 3q. 6r., 
on the acceptance of Hormuz-jee Bheem-jee, who, hoyy- 
ever, had not then paid him a rea, leaving a balance 
against the appellant and his brother of rupees 9,493. 
iq. 69r., of which he claimed payment. 

To this plaint the appellant and his brother My.tyjee~ 
bhaee put in separate answers. Munjee~bha.ee insisted,- 
in his answer, that a balance was, in fact, * n Ms fa¬ 
vour j but that the respondent had, in collusion wjth 
Hormuz-jee, got possession of b* s (MuJijee fyhaee's) 
account-books, and otherwise acted fraudulently on the 
occasion. The appellant, in his ans\y?r, insisted that 
the claim was false, that the respondent was, in fact, 
indebted to him for his share of the 13,000 rupees for 
vyhich the respondent had given his acknowledgment, as 
before mentioned. The appellant also denied, having 
settled accounts with the defendant's gomashtah, or 
written a letter from Bombay to the effect alleged in 
the plaint, or knew any thing of the acceptance of 
Hormuz jee Bheem-jee . He called upoq the respondent 
to produce his hand-writing; he also denied that any 
person had any claim on his father’s property at Surat , 
and, as a presumption of the falsity of the respondent's 
claim, asked why the respondent; had r^ot mentioned 
the claim before, as the appellant had been several 

i *#.. - ’ * • \ • t j 

times at Surat. 

• 1 • • % # 

A reply was put in to this answer, to which tl)e • 
appellant and Munjeebhaee rejoined. The plaintiff' 
then produced his own books to prove the balance 
due to him, and the following- letter, (fated October 
1 803, from Modee Sorab-jee Vacha Ganda in Bojnbfty 
to the plaintiff at Surat , as evidence of tfye existence 
of the partnership between the appellant £\nd 
bhaee, and their dealings with him. 
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( After compliments.) 

“ I had a letter from Munjee-bhacc a few days ago, 
mentioning your having conferred a great obligation on 
us, by advancing rupees 3,500, and that my uncle 
Hormuz-jee , after declaring his want of ready-money, 
had offered some bags of pearls on which he might 
raise rupees 12,000. In reply to which I have written 
as follows:— 

1 ICoo?iwur-jee has acted kindly, and his support is 
very seasonable. If you had asked Horrauz-jce for his 
pearls, he would have refused to lend them ; and he 
now offer's them, knowing you could not ask such a 
favour of him. I am astonished at your writing about 
this. There was a little delay in procuring the hoon- 
dee* by Peshtun-jee's promising to give it from day to 
day, and saying your master would grant one for ru¬ 
pees 8,000 ; it was, however, at last obtained for 
15,000. I received a very abusive letter in the 
meantime from Itfunj ec-bhciec, in which he mentions 
that 1 Koonwur-jee has told me through Peshlun-jce 
that he has no money to lend, and that any applica¬ 
tion is therefore useless.” I suppose he was vexed, as 
the few people to whom he had applied for assistance 
had given evasive answers. I was in hopes that either 
you or my uncle Hormuz-jec would have come for¬ 
ward, but you have no confidence in us, which we 
cannot help. Every thing will be settled on the arrival 
of the hoondee. , 

“I wrote to Munjee-bhaee as follows:—‘These gen¬ 
tlemen have no confidence in us; but there was no 
occasion to put yourself in a rage on that account, 
for you have no claims against them. Why not take 
some of our mother’s jewels and mortgage them ; they 

Bill of exchange. 
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would have been afterwards redeemed : and if there 
was any delay in this I would have sent a hoondee. 
The difference of exchange is at present so great that 
I cannot send one without being a loser. I have some 
outstanding debts and likewise some trade j I therefore 
hoped to have been able to assist you, which I will do 
when the trade increases ; but how can 1, at present, 
with only 25 or 30,000 rupees.’ I have mentioned 
this to you, knowing you to be my friend. You should 
assist my brother in aiy difficulty^ or if you could 
not, you might request some friend to come forward, as 
we are unknown in Surat. I thank you, however, for 
what you have done, and you no doubt will continue 
to act considerately. Hormuz-jee used to say ‘there 
is no difference between usI now', however, find his 
actions are in contradiction to his fine professions of 
friendship. If there had been any difference between 
us, he ought to have requested some other person’s 
assistance. We love our character too much to have 
deceived him: if we had no regard for that, there w-as 
no use coming here and undergoing so much fatigue 
and vexation. A piece of dry bread and a good name is 
more enviable than riches with a degraded character: 
it is better for a man to eat poison than live with a 
bad name. You must pardon me for what I have 
written about this, and attribute it to my ignorance. 
1 have not mentioned the above either to Hormuz-jee 
or Munjee bhaee . You will deliver the enclosed letter 
to my uncle. 

“I have informed Peshtun-jee of our circumstances, 
and made him acquainted with our concerns with 
lihookhun, according to your advice. You must settle 
our dispute. Munjee-bhaee mentions your wish to see 
some accounts of Sumvit 1841 : there was no occasion 
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to ask him for them, as you have full powers to do as 
you think proper. We have a large demand against 
our uncle concerning iXumioo Aleva, our paternal 
grandfather, and Byram-jee Sookhya, which, if paid, will 
be sufficient, without examining the other accounts, the 
amount of which he is not able to pay off. 

Pardon the trouble I have given you, and tell 
Munjce-b/iace to make haste with the remainder of the 
piece-goods. Sixty corgcs have been purchased, but 
there is still a great number remaining. Let me know 
if you have any commissions here. 

“ Saturday, 8‘h ICatik-sood i860. ( October 1803. ) 

P.S. This is not enclosed to Munjce-bhaee , lest he 
should suspect its contents, but sent with the malwee’s 
letter/’ 

Upon the production of this evidence the Court in¬ 
formed the plaintiff that no decree could be passed on 
his single account-current, but, upon his application, 
allowed him time to produce further evidence, and' 
witnesses were accordingly produced to prove some of 
the items stated in his accounts ; their evidence, how. 

ever, went only to transactions previous to the death of 
Vac ha Qanda. 

The evidence given in by the appellant in contra¬ 
diction to that above stated, consisted of the respond¬ 
ent’s uncancelled promissory note or acceptance for the 
13,000 rupees, and the following letter from the re¬ 
spondent in Surat to the appellant in Bombay. 

“ It is a longtime since you wrote to me; I there¬ 
fore expect a letter soon. Understanding that a raffle of 
some jewellery is now going on in Bombay, and as your 
uncle Hormuz jee and Dca-bhaee have procured tickets, 
the price of which I hear is rupees 100, I request you 
will procure me one, in the name of Hormuzdiar Hor- 
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muz-jee. Let it be an odd number, and write me wberi 
you have taken it, and I will send you the rupees 
100. Don’t think of the quarrel with your Uncle j 
please God a release will be drawn out after the d£- 
zvallie .* Munjee-bhaee wrote to you about the Mocha 
business, with which I suppose you are well acquainted., 
If you have any commands here let me know. What 
further can I represent ? 

“Monday, nth Assin-vud i 860 . 

“To Sorab'fee, son of Vacha Ganda,” 

The evidence adduced by Munjee-bhaee consisted of 
the following written memorandum made by tWo 
parsee merchants, who being at Bo?nbay, out of the 
jurisdiction of the Zillah Court of Surat , made an 


affidavit identifying the memorandum, before a magis¬ 
trate at Bombay. 

“We, parsee Rustom-jee, Jdmset-jee and Jamna - 
das Tookoy-das, do hereby acknowledge and declare 
that, at the desire of Modee Munjee-bhaee Vacha Ganda, 
we were at parsee Koonwur-jee Afanik-jeds, in order to 
ask and require from him the books of account left 
with him by Munjee-bhaee and Mehta Wrybhoohun^ 
for the comparison of the accounts from the Qentoo 
years 1856 to 1861; when Koonwttr-jee answered, 
that he had not examined the accounts yet: ‘your 
books are in safety, and now I have some business at 
my master's for a day or two, wherefore you may 
come tomorrow/ Afterwards again, by the desire of 
Modee Munjee-bhaee, we went twice, when Koonwur- 
said, ‘ You must not come to my house; we parties 
Will settle amongst ourselves / wherefore this con¬ 
versation we have communicated to Munjee-bhaee. 


*^A Hindoo (estival in November, which is the commencement trf 
the commercial year among the Mahomedans. 
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Besides, Modce Alunjcc-bhace desired of us a written 
memorandum of the conversation we so had with 
Koonmur-jce, because not knowing what is to happen 
hereafter, and in compliance thereto we have hereby 
given the same in writing. Dated in the Gcntoo year 
1S61 Assin-vud 30th, Tuesday. 

(Signed) “ Rustom-Jcc Jamsct-jec. 

“Shah Jamna-dcis Tookoy-das." 
On the 24th May 1S15, the Zillah Court, after 
reading the plaint, answers, reply, and rejoinders, ex¬ 
amining the account-books of plaintiff, hearing’ the 
e v idenc es of the witnesses, perusing the documents 
exhibited, and maturely deliberating on the whole,— 

Decreed, That defendants do pay the sum of rupees 
7,132. 1. 6o., being the amount, principal and interest 
according to the dufters* of plaintiff, of an account- 
current in the name of Vc«ha Gancia . their father, up 
to the year 1862 No interest was allowed after that 
year, as plaintiff did not appear to have exerted him¬ 
self about the recovery of his money, and suffered 
defendants to leave Surat without preferring a com- 
plaint against them. Defendants to pay the fees of 

the authorized vakeels, and costs, according to the 
schedule annexed. 

Against this decree both parties appealed to the 
Provincial Court at Sural : the now respondent, be- 

a 7, USe ^ , OU S ht t0 have been allowed interest on th,e 

senf n anCe ° f rU?eeS 7 ’' 32 ' ">• 6ot -> and the Pre¬ 
appellant and Munjee-bhaee, because the decree was 

wrong in allowing any part of the claim whatsoever, 
of • ® ppe . a -‘ ° f tHe respondent was entered on the file 

of he Provincial Court as No. 4ai . that of the ap- 

pellant and his brother as No. 424. ■ 

0 Accouot-books. 
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No. 421 came on first. In that appeal, the Provin¬ 
cial Court, having previously had transmitted to it 
from the Zillah Court of Surat, the proceedings of that 
Court in a suit brought by Peshtun-jee against the 
appellant and Munjee-bhaee, on a mortgage bond for 
10,000 rupees, executed in the family name of Vacha 
Ganda by Peshtun Koorshed-jee , as attorney for Mun- 
jee-bhaee, made a decree on the ioth November 1815, 
in which, after observing, that the suit was originally 
filed for the balance of an account-current with Vacha 
Ganda, father of the defendant, the appellant, and Mun- 
jee-bhaee, closed in 1862 ; principal, rupees 7,132. 1. 60. 
and interest, amounting in the whole to 13,689. O. 75. 
from which the plaintiff (the respondent) deducted, to 
the credit of the defendant, the acceptance of Hormuz- 
jee, to the amount of 2,000 rupees, and interest 
thereon, leaving balance claimed 9,493. 1. 69. ; that the 
defendants not only denied the debt, but also that any 
such acceptance was ever given ; and that the last plea 
was first inquired of, and, on the testimony of Hormuz- 
jee himself, that he accepted an order to pay plaintiff, 
but that the money was still in bis hands, owing to a 
subsequent prohibition from defendant to disburse the 
amount to tbe plaintiff, is admitted ; that sundry wit¬ 
nesses were then called to prove sundry entries in the 
plaintiff’s books; went on to say, “When it is consi¬ 
dered how impossible it must, generally speaking, be 
to prove a merchant’s accounts by oral testimony, it 
will appear quite unnecessary, in this record, to go 
through the detail of their evidence. Thus much, how¬ 
ever, appears: that the accounts were never regularly 
compared and adjusted between the parties; that the 
plaintiff on one occasion put off, on the pretext of 
other business, the examination which defendant ( Afun * 
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jee bhacc) had prepared to make, having carried his 
books to plaintiff’s house for that purpose. These 
were also left with plaintiff, and when he was applied 
to for their surrender he evaded compliance. Again, 
it must be observed, that nothing appears to impugn 
the correctness of the plaintiff's account, and upon the 
face of it judgment went for plaintiff to the amount of 
the balance of principal only, interest being disallowed 
on the ground of plaintiff’s silence in regard to his 
claim for a period of seven years, (namely, from Sxivroit 
1862 to the month of C/iytc-soocl 6th 1869, a.d. 6th 
April i8i 3 >) during the greater part at least of which 

time the defendants (appellant and Mnnjec-bhacc) were 
residing in business at Surat. The appeal was insti¬ 
tuted to recover that amount of interest, the debt 
being for moneys advanced, on which the plaintiff had 
to pay interest himself, and that there was a further 
claim got up to interest on the amount of the decree 
from the date of filing the suit in 1813, April 6th! 
Ihe respondents answered separately, and at length. 
The sum of all is, that they deny the principal debt, 
and consequently the appellant’s claim to interest 
thereon, and that they would have appealed against 
the judgment themselves, but were at a loss for the 

prescribed securities, and in the meantime were fore¬ 
stalled by the appellant.” 

The Court did not think fit to enter into the re¬ 
spondent’s pleas in bar of the judgment, because they 
had filed a separate appeal (No. 424) against the same 
ecree, which would afford occasion for investigating 
the merits of the question at large, the present appeal 
being confined to interest, which, admitting the prin¬ 
cipal to be due, there was no discretion in the Court to 
disallow. 
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ft was therefore adjudged by the Court that the 
respondents (the now appellant and Munjee-bhaee') do 
pay the amount of interest disallowed by the decree of 
the Zillah Judge, being rupees 2,361. O. 09., simple in* 
terest, and also rupees 1,690. 1. 37., being the interest 
on the principal sum of rupees 7,132, 1 6o. f from the 
6th April 1813, on which day the original suit was 
filed in the Adawlut, up to this day ; and further, the 
sum of rupees 48, being the amount of costs disallowed 
in the zillah Court. 

The appeal No. 424, which was prosecuted by the 
appellant alone, Munjee-bhaee being unable from po¬ 
verty to pay the fees of Court, was heard on the 
23rd July 1816; when the Provincial Court, upon 
the same evidence which was before the Zillah Court, 
after observing that Vacha Qanda , the father of the ap¬ 
pellant, was an inhabitant of Surat , but about the 
Hindoo year 1846 or 1847 went to reside at Bombay, 
and traded there until about 1856, when, his mind 
being in a diseased state, the family came to Surat, 
and his affairs were afterwards carried on in his name 
by bis eldest son; that “ Munjee-bhaee Vacha Ganda 
died in 1857, and the affairs of the family continued 
to be carried on precisely as before his death by the 
eldest son, m the father’s name, .(and it is not at all 
pretended that he did rot leave much more property 
than the amount of this suit,) until 1862, when the 
respondent closed his accounts with that firm* that 
the appellant acknowledged bis responsibility until his 
father's death, and had no proof whatever of any sepa¬ 
ration of his interests after that date ; (and it was on 
-this point exclusively that the appeal turned j)^the 
Court not finding any proof, or even any reason to be¬ 
lieve that any separation of Soorab-jee's interest took 


ON APPEALS FROM THE EAST INDIES. 



place before 1S62, affirmed the Zillah Judge’s decree, 
with interest from 10th November last to the date of 
the decree, at twelve per cent., and costs, against ap¬ 
pellant.” 

The appellant and his brother appealed from both 
these decrees, of the 10th November 1S15 and the 
23rd July 1S16, to the Sudder Adawlut at Bombay% 

In the meantime the respondent, finding, from the 
appellant and Munjee-bhaee's answers, that they both 
denied having given any direction to Hormus-jee to 
give his acceptance for 2,125 rupees, which the re¬ 
spondent had deducted in his original claim, filed a 
fresh suit against the appellant and his brother for 
2 > I2 5 rupees and interest- The appellant alone ap¬ 
peared and defended this suit. The only witness called 
by the appellant was Hormuz-jee, who deposed that 
he had paid no part of the 2,125 rupees to the respon¬ 
dent. The Court, after referring to the dufter of the 
respondent filed in the former suit, together with the 
proceedings there and in the Court of Appeal, by its 
judgement, dated the 26th March 1817, decreed the 
appellant and his brother to pay the 2,125 rupees, to¬ 
gether with an equal amount of interest, making alto¬ 
gether 4 » 25 ° rupees, and also to pay the respondent 
all his costs except those of his rejoinder. 

The appellant appealed from this decree to the Pro¬ 
vincial Court, who confirmed the same by their decree 
of the 14th April 1818, with interest at twelve per 
cent, from the date of the Zillah Judge’s decree, and 
costs. From this decree the appellant again appealed 
to the Sudder Adawlut at Bombay. 

The appeals of the .appellant and Munjee-bhaee from 
the decrees of the Provincial Court in the first suit, 

were heard together by the Sudder Adawlut on the 
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25th March 1818. The appellant had, in the course 
of the proceedings there, put in as evidence the re¬ 
spondent’s answ er in a suit instituted by the appellant 
in the Zillah Court, for recovering his share of the 
13,000 rupees previously mentioned, in which the re¬ 
spondent acknowledged that he had lent 250 rupees to 
the appellant, but which he had never charged in his 
account with Vacha Ganda, as he would have done 
had the appellant been a partner in that house. 

The decree of the Sudder Adawlut is dated the 25th 
March 1818, and the chief reasons assigned for the 
judgment were thus stated : “That it appeared, upon 
an examination of the documents filed in the case, 
that the accounts between the parties were never regu¬ 
larly compared and adjusted, but that Koonwur-jee on 
one occasion put off, on pretence of other business, 
the examination wh ich Mxinjee-hhaee prepared to make, 
having carried his books to the respondent's house for 
that purpose. Nothing however had transpired to 
impugn the correctness of the respondent’s account ; 
and upon the face of it judgment had been given in 
his favour for the principal amount by the Surat 
Adawlut, and affirmed with interest by the Court 
of Appeal. The account appears to have commenced 
in the lifetime of the father of the appellants, who, on 
his death, took possession of his property, and of course 
became responsible for his debts. The account was 
afterwards continued in the name of the father, and 
the sons have not proved any division of the family 
property and separation of the family, or assigned any 
good reason why one only of them should be respon¬ 
sible, while the probability is that the other is now in 
possession of most of the property of the father. The 
account commenced with the father and continued 
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with the children ; and the sons, as heirs to the father, 
must be considered jointly and severally responsible 
for whatever property of the father came into their 
hands, or their acquirements in trade from it. The re¬ 
spondent has satisfied the lower Courts respecting the 
different items composing the account, and the amount 
of the balance actually due, and the Sudder Adawlut 
cannot draw any line of distinction between the bro¬ 
thers for the portion which each is to pay, as it does 
not appear in what proportions they took possession of 
their father’s property. One of these may have been 
more successful In business than the other, but they 
appear to have possessed themselves equally of their 
father’s estate, whatever it may have been, and to be 
equally responsible for the account with the respondent, 
for they are both equally credited in the sum of 13,000 
rupees in part of the said estate. 

The Sudder Adawlut, under the circumstances, 
was therefore of opinion that the decrees of the Court 
of appeal at Surat, in Cases No. 101 and 114, ought 
to be affirmed with costs; and as no discretion about 
interest could be exercised under section xii * Regula¬ 
tion VII, A.D. 1812, it was therefore to be allowed, 
provided the same did not exceed the amount principal, 
as laid down in section iv. Regulation I, A.D. 1814; t 
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"Sect. xii. If the Sudder Adawlut shall confirm the decree of the 
Provincial Court, it shall adjudge interest at the rate of one per cent, per 
mensem, on all sums receivable by the respondent under the decree ; 
and the Sudder Adawlut is authorized to punish appeals which may 
appear to it to be litigious, by a fine to government, proportionate 
to the condition of the party and the circumstances of the case." 

t Sect. iv. Where the interest on debts or on money lent may 
have accumulated so as to exceed the principal money, the Courts of 

Adawlut shall not decree a greater sum for interest than the amount 
of such principal money.” 
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and the decrees passed by the Court of Appeal under 
dates the 10th November 1815 and 23rd July 1816 
were accordingly affirmed with interest and costs. 

In the appeal of the appellant from the decree of 
the Provincial Court of the 23rd July 1816, in the 
second suit, the Sudder Adawlut, on the 12th May 
1819, affirmed the decree appealed from, with interest 
and costs. 

The appellant presented his petition of appeal to the 
King in Council against the said several decrees of the 
Sudher Adawlut of the 25th March 1818 and the 12th 
May 1819, and prayed they might be reversed for the 
following reasons:— 

I. Because there not only was no evidence that the ap¬ 
pellant ever had any account with the said respondent 
or was a partner in the house of Vacha Ganda , but the 

presumption it afforded led to a different conclusion. 

II. Because, admitting the appellant, as one of the 

administrators of Vacha Ganda , to have been liable to 
the extent of the assets received from him, yet it ap¬ 
peared, upon the face of the respondent’s own alleged 
accounts, that a balance was due from him to Vacha 
Ganda at the time of Vacha Ganda's death, and the 
appellant ought not to have been held Liable for an ac¬ 
count kept in his father’s name many years after his 
death, without and proof of the appellant’s ever having 
sanctioned such account. 

III. Because the respondent’s own books ought not 
to have been received as decisive evidence in his own 
favour against the house of Vacha Ganda, especially 
when it had been proved that they had never been ba¬ 
lanced or compared with the books of that house 
during the period in questi n, which the respondent 
had actually possessed himself of, and had refused to 
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deliver up when they were demanded of him by Mun - 
jce-bhacc. 

IV. Because the respondent ought not to have been 
allowed interest on the alleged balance, which consisted 
chiefly of interest upon supposed annual balances 
struck by himself, with out any evidence of communi¬ 
cation with any member of the firm sought to be 
charged. 

The respondent, on the other hand, submitted that 
the appeal ought to be dismissed, and the decrees of 
the Sudder Adawlut of Bombay affirmed, for the fol¬ 
lowing reason : — 

Because the correctness of the respondent’s account- 
current, and the joint liability of the appellant and his 
brother Munjee-bhaee to discharge the balance of that 
account, were sufficiently established by the evidence. 

Mr. Miller , K. C., and Mr. Wigram , K. C., for 
the appellant. 

Mr. Serjeant S pankie, and Mr. Lloyd, for the 
respondent. 

The Vice-Chancellor: 

On the 6th April 1813, Koonzvur-jee Manik-jee , the 
respondent in this appeal, brought his plaint in the 
Zillab Court of Surat against Munjee-bhaee and the 
respondent borab-jee, alleging that they had dealings 
with him ; that their account-current was regularly 
adjusted by their gomashtahs up to i860, and that on 
the 9th Poos-sood 1862 there was a balance in the 
respondent's favour of rupees 7,132. 1. 60. This claim 
against the defendants was for that sum, principal and 
interest, equal in the whole to rupees 13,689. o. 75., 
from which he deducted rupees 2,125 principal and 
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rupees 2,070. 3. 6. interest, making rupees 4,195. 3. 6., 
on the acceptance of Hormuz-jee Bheem~jee t who, it 
was alleged, had not paid the plaintiff a rea, leaving a 
balance against the defendants of rupees 9,493. 19. 69. 

The defendants answered separately. The appel¬ 
lant denied having settled accounts with the plaintiff's 
gomashtah. 

In support of his case the respondent produced an 
extract from his own accounts. Two letters were also 
put in evidence, and some witnesses were examined. 
The inference from the letters rather was, that there 
had been separate transactions between the respon¬ 
dent and the appellant. But there was no evidence to 
show that the appellant was privy to the respondent’s 
accounts. The Zillah Court, however, on the 24th 
May i8i5, decreed that the defendants should pay to 
the plaintiff the sum of rupees 7,132. 1. 60., the 
amount of the principal sum claimed, according to the 
dufters of the plaintiff ; but refused to decree interest 
thereon, on account of the plaintiff’s having laid by 
for seven years without prosecuting his demand. 

The respondent, on the 17th October i 8 i 5 » brought 
another plaint in the Zillah Court against Munjee- 
bhaee and the appellant, to recover the 2,125 rupees, 
and interest, on account of the acceptance of Hormuz- 
jee ; and on the 26th March 1817, the Court decreed 
that the defendants should pay to the respondent the 
2,125 rupees, and interest. 

The only evidence in that suit was, that it appeared 
by the evidence of Hormv,z-jee, and the plaintiff’s dufters 
in the former suit, that the 2,125 rupees had not been 
paid to the plaintiff: no additional evidence was offered 
to show that the defendants could be bound by the 
plaintiff's accounts. 
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The respondent appealed to the Provincial Court 
against the decree of the 24th May 1815, because in¬ 
terest had not been allowed him on the sum recovered, 
and the Provincial Court, on the 10th November 1S1 ^ 
decreed the appellant and Munjcc-bhacc to pay the in¬ 
terest which had been disallowed by the Zillah Court, 
and the costs of the appeal. 

The appellant appealed to the Provincial Co urt from 
the decree of the 24th May 1815 > but on the 23rd 
July 1816, the Provincial Court affirmed the decree. 

The appellant also appealed to the Provincial Court 
from the decree of the 26th March 1817} but on the 
14th April 1818 the Provincial Court affirmed it. 

Upon three distinct appeals to the Court of Suddcr 
Devvanny Adawlut, in two of which Sorab-jce was sole 
appellant, and in the third, he and Munjce-bhace were 
joint appellants from the three decrees of the Provin¬ 
cial Court,—those decrees were affirmed with costs by 
these decrees; two of the 25th March 1818, and one 
of the 12th May 1819. The appellant, Sorab jee, has 
presented his appeal to His Majesty in Council against 
those decrees of the Sudder Dewanny Adawlut. It is 
observable, that if the first decree of the Zillah Court 
were right, its second decree might be right also, for 
the claim for the sum of 2,125 rupees, and interest, 
rested on the same ground as the claim by the first 
plaint; and if those decrees were right, the decree of 
the Provincial Court upon the appeal of Koonwur-jee 
Manik-jee , for the interest disallowed by the Zillah 
Court, might be right also ; but if the decree of the 
Zillah Court upon the first plaint was wrong, then 
that plaint, as well as the plaint in the second suit in 
the Zillah Court, and the appeal of Koonwur-jce Ma- 
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nik-jee to the Provincial Court, should have been dis¬ 
missed with costs. 

No evidence was brought before the Provincial 
Court, or the Court of the Sudder Dewanny Adawlut, 
which was not before the Zillah Court, so that the _ 
decrees can only be supported by holding that one 
party producing his own books of account can bind 
the other. But such a proposition is utterly untenable, 
and the result is that all the eight decrees of the Sudder 
Dewanny Adawlut Court are wrong; that the three 
decrees complained of must be reversed as to the ap¬ 
pellant, but without costs; and the decrees of the Pro¬ 
vincial and Zillah Courts be reversed so far as they 
direct the appellant, Sorab-jee, to pay principal, in¬ 
terest, or costs. But the two original plaints in the 
Zillah Court, and the respondent's appeal to the Pro¬ 
vincial Court, must, as against the appellant, Sorab-jee, 
be dismissed with costs. 
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On Appeal from the Supreme Court of Judicature at 

Fort 'William in Bengal. 


HEARD EX PARTE. 

The appellant, who was a native of Benares, in the 

district of Benares, in the East Indies, was, in the 

month of August 1829, tried at Calcutta before the 
Supreme Court of Judicature, upon an indictment, 

wherein he and one Ramchundcr Day , and four other 
persons, (all natives of India, but all of them, except 
the appellant, persons resident in Calcutta ,) were 
charged with having unlawfully conspired to procure 
the imprisonment, or detention in prison, of Bindabun 
Doss , the prosecutor, (also a native of India,) by falsely 
and maliciously causing an action at law to be brought 
against him by and in the name of the said Ramchundcr il - r 

Day, for the recovery of a sum of money falsely alleged therefore, a 
to be due to the latter. 

Present: Lord Brougham, the Vice-Chancellor, Mr. Justice 

Bosanquet, the Chief Judge of the Court of Bankruptcy, and Sir bcforc'thc Su. 
Alexander Johnston. preroe Court 

. . for a conspi¬ 

racy, m procuring the prosecutor to be arrested in a fictitious action at 
law, and the instructions for the arrest were proved, to the satisfaction of 
to ? ave originated with the appellant, it was held by the Judicial 
Committee that the offence being completed within the jurisdiction of the Su¬ 
preme Court at Calcutta , that Court had rightly assumed jurisdiction over 

the parties pnvy to it; though, from the slight nature of the evidence, they 
directed a new trial. 7 
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The appellant had always, from the time of his 
birth, resided in Beneres, his native place, and until 
after the trial of this indictment, he had never been to 
Calcutta , or to any place within several hundred miles 
of Calcutta . 

On the 6th August 1829, the trial of the appel¬ 
lant was ordered to proceed in his absence, he being 
unable to leave his house at Benares by reason of ill 
health. 

At such trial three of the defendants, Ramchunder Day, 
Hullodhur Doss, and Cossina7itk Doss , forfeited their 
recognizances for want of appearance;—against the 
other three defendants, the appellant, Juggernauth 
Sing, and Assail Sing, the jury returned a verdict of 
guilty. 

The evidence in support of the prosecution consisted 
of certain exhibits, being the proceedings in the said 
action against the prosecutor, and of the parole evi¬ 
dence of eight witnesses. 

The evidence of the six first witnesses did not in the 
slightest degree tend to implicate the appellant in the 
alleged conspiracy. 

The seventh witness for the prosecution was one Gun- 
nesh Bhutt , who stated, that in the month of Choyt ,* 
the appellant and himself were residing at Be?iares : that 
one day (but on what day the witness could not recol¬ 
lect) he was going from his own house to the house of 
one Hurrackchund , who lived in Benares and near the 
prosecutor's, when the appellant called out to him, and 
addressed him in the following terms: “Your baboo or 
master,” (meaning the prosecutor,) “is going to Calcutta ; 


' This month answers to our months of March and April, com¬ 
menting about the middle of March and ending about the middle of 
April. 
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what is the use of his going? Let him take 20,000 
rupees, and give a rnffanama 

This witness, in his cross-examination, admitted that 
he was then in the service and pay of the prosecutor; 
that he had been in such service and pay for seventeen 
years ; and that he had been attached to the prose¬ 
cutor from the time when he was twelve or fourteen 
years of age. 

The eighth and last witness for the prosecution was 
one Munkuram Doss -, he described himself as being a 
gumaslitah or agent to merchants j that he had known 
the appellant twenty-live years > that he remembered 
the circumstance of the prosecutor’s being arrested; 
(this arrest took place in or about the latter end of 
July or beginning of August 1828;) that he, the wit¬ 
ness, saw the appellant about that time • that he was 
passing along; that the appellant was at a window of 
is house; that the appellant called him, the witness, 
and sa ,d , - I hear you are going to Calcutta with 
ind * bun i do not go; if you do go you will be put to 
trouble for nothing, and will reap no benefit. He is 
going from here in custody; other complaints may 
hen be made, and he will not get his liberty. Enter 
into my service, and I will give you good wages.” 

The witness then proceeded to state, that he refused 
such offer; that before this time the prosecutor had 
asked him to go to Calcutta, and that he, the witness, 
had agreed so to do. The appellant showed me (added 
e witness) a letter, and said, “Very well; here is a 
letter informing me that when he gets down other 
complaints will be preferred against him.” The appel¬ 
lant (continued the same witness) said, “I have also 
written to Calcutta, directing that when he reaches he 
shall not obtain his liberty.” 

Deed of coni promise. 
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This witness, in his cross-examination, said, “ I 
used occasionally to call at the Cootee ,—no one else 
was with mej Jannokee (the appellant) was sitting up 
stairs; I went up to him; there were a number at the 
gate, not up stairs where he was; I don’t know the 
names, peons, and servants, and so forth. He never 
before called me in that manner; I had been occa¬ 
sionally there before. Bindabun had then been arrested 
seven or eight days; I had not entered into his em¬ 
ploy before he came down to Calcutta ; one day when 
I went to him, previously to his being arrested, he 
asked me if I was willing to go down to Calcutta on 
his behalf. I was aware of the mode of conducting 
business in the native Court, not in this Court. The 
object was to send me down to Mr. Goldsworthy , (the 
prosecutor's attorney,) and to have me with Mr. Golds - 

worthy when Bindabun went to gaol.” 

Upon this evidence the appellant was found guilty. 

On the 26th October 1829, the appellant moved 
for a new trial; and by his affidavit stated that he had 
never, until after the time of such conviction, quitted 
Benares since his birth ; that in August 1826, he em¬ 
ployed the said Juggernauth Sing to act as his agent in 
Calcutta in the general management of his affairs 
there; that being ignorant of the law of England , and 
of the form of proceeding in the Supreme Court at 
Calcutta , he had always entrusted the care and 
management of all such legal proceedings in that Court 
as he might be interested in to an agent; that Jugger¬ 
nauth Sing, as such agent, had employed several soli¬ 
citors on the appellant's behalf, and had even changed 
such solicitors without having previously communi* 
cated with the appellant upon the subject. 

That in March 1828, a native W'riter, whom he had 
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never before seen, and with whom he was wholly un¬ 
acquainted, arrived at Benares with a letter from 
Juggernauth Sing, stating the bearer had come to 
Benares for the purpose of serving some summonses 
or subpeenas upon the prosecutor, and requesting ap¬ 
pellant to cause the same to be served accordin gly ; and 
that in consequence of such request, he ordered one 
of his servants to accompany the said native writer, 
and point out to him the person of the prosecutor; 
and that in May 1828, he received another letter from 
Juggernauth Sing , informing him that a writ of attach¬ 
ment had been issued against the prosecutor, and re¬ 
quiring him, the appellant, to assist in executing the 
same; and that he therefore, in the performance of 
what he considered his duty, directed one of his ser¬ 
vants to point out to the officer who had the charge of 
such writ the person of the prosecutor. 

That he had for many years led a very retired life, 
and that during the four last years he had not quitted 
his house more than ten or fifteen times altogether, and 
that during such period he had not once been absent 
from his house for more than an hour at a time; and 
that he had given strict orders (which had been ob¬ 
served) to his door-keepers, during the whole of such 
period, not to admit any person into his house at 
Benares, until one of such door-keepers (some of whom 
were always stationed at the gate) should have pre¬ 
viously informed him of the name and quality of the 
party seeking admittance. 

That he did not know and was not acquainted with 
any person called Gunncsh Bhutt ; and that he never, 
either in the month of Choyl , in the Bengal year 1235, 
or at any other time, conversed or spoke to such last- 
mentioned person, or to any person called Munkuravi 
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Jannokee Gunnesh Bhutt that his master, Bindabun , was going 

Doss to Calcutta , or that he had ever uttered any words to 

Bindabun the like effect; or that he had ever asked the said 

Doss. Gunnesh Bhutt what was the use of the said Bindabun 

going to Calcutta ; or had ever asked any other ques¬ 
tion to the like effect; or that he had ever proposed or 
offered, through Gun?icsh Bhutt, or through any other 
person or persons, to give the said Bindabun 20,000 
rupees, or any other sum of money, or that he had 
ever made any other proposal or offer to that or the 
like effect; that he had never held any conversation 
with the said Gunnesh Bhutt on the subject of the said 
Bindabun , or of any compromise, or on the subject of 
the said Bindabun and the aaid Guunesk Bhutt, or 
either of them, proceeding to Calcutta ; and that to 
the best of his belief, he had never conversed with the 
said Gunnesh Bhutt on any subject whatever, and that- 
the said Guntiesh Bhutt was entirely unknown to him, 
and that he never knew that'any person of that name 
had ever been in the service of the prosecutor. 

That he was in like manner wholly unacquainted 
with any person named Munkuram Doss, and that he 
never called or spoke to any person named Munkuram 
Doss from any window or other part of his house; 
that be never said to the said Munkuram Doss that he 
had heard that the said Munkuram was going to Cal¬ 
cutta with the prosecutor; that he never said to the 
said Munkuram “ Do not go,’’ or any words to the like 
effect } that he never said to the said Munkuram, “that 
if he went to Calcutta he would be put to trouble for 
nothing, and would reap no benefit,” or ony words to 
the like effect; that he did not then, or at any other 
time, say to the said Munkuram , or to any other per- 
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son, “ that the prosecutor was then going from Benares 
in custody, or that other complaints would or might 
then or thereafter be made, and that the said prose¬ 
cutor would not get his liberty,” or any words to the 
like effect; that he never asked the said Mnnkuram to 
enter into his service, or offered to take the said Mun- 
kuram into his service; that he never offered to give 
the said Mnnkuram any wages; that he never produced 
or showed any letter to the said Mnnkuram, or said to 
him, “Very well, here is a letter informing me that 
when Bindabun gets down, other complaints will be 
preferred rgainst him,” or any words to the like effect; 
that he never said to the said Munknram that he had 
written to Calcutta ,, directing that when Bindabun 
reached Calcutta he should not obtain his liberty, or 
any words to the like effect } that he never wrote to 
any such effect on that or any occasion to any person 
or persons, either at Calcutta or elsewhere, respecting 
the said Bindabun ; that he never called to the said 
Mnnkuram from either of the windows of his house, or 
asked or desired the said Mnnkuram to come up stairs; 
and that the said Mnnkuram never came to him, or 
conversed with him, in any part of his said house ; and, 

to the best of his belief, the said Munknram never was 
in his house. 

That the evidence or testimony which was given by 
the said Gunnesh Bhutt, and Mnnkuram Doss, at the 
trial of the said indictment, so far as related to the 

a eged conversations with him respecting the said 
prosecutor, was utterly false. 

That he never entertained any design or intention of 
causing the said prosecutor to be arrested, or confined 
or detained at Calcutta, either on the occasion or in the’ 
manner in the said indictment stated, or at any other 
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time or in any other manner; and that he never com¬ 
municated such intention or design to any person or 
persons whomsoever. 

That he never was informed by any person or per¬ 
sons that any such design was entertained by any per¬ 
son or persons; that he never, directly or indirectly, 
abetted or encouraged, or counselled, or advised any 
such design or intention, and that he never was in any 
manner privy thereto; that he never, directly or in¬ 
directly, ordered, counselled, advised, or encouraged 
the said Juggtrnauth Sing, Assah Sing, Ramchunder 
Ray , Hullodhur Doss , and Cossmanth Doss , or any or 
either of them, or any person or persons whomsoever, 
to bring any action or institute any suit against the 
said prosecutor for recovering or compelling the pay¬ 
ment of sicca rupees twelve thousand, or any other 
sum of money. 

That it was wholly unknown to him how, or why, 
or when, or wherefore, the action stated in the said 
indictment against the said prosecutor, at the suit of 

Ramchunder Day, was commenced. 

That Bheecom Sing ; Choia Ramjeewun, Furzaud 
Ally , Meer Raj eh Ally , and Burra Ramjeewun , were 
his door-keepers, and were stationed at the gate of 
his house at Benares , and were all respectively in his 
service as such door-keepers before and during the 
whole of the said month of Ghoyt , and at and before 
and after the time when the said Bindahun was arrested 
at Benares under the said writ of attachment. 

And the said Bheecom Sing, Cliota Ramjeewun 
Furzaud Ally, Meer Rajeb Ally, and Burra Ramjee¬ 
wun, (the appellant's said door-keepers,) by their affi¬ 
davit stated, that they had been in the appellant'-s ser¬ 
vice, as his door-keepers, for the six last years and 
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upwards; and that during such period three of them 
at the least had always remained stationed at the gate 
of the appellant’s said house. They confirmed the 
appellant’s statement as to his retired mode of life, and 
the situation of his house and its windows ; and 
stated, that to the best of their belief neither the said 
Gunncsh Bhutt nor Munkuram Doss had ever, during 
the last four years and upwards, entered or called at 
the appellant’s said house, or been addressed from any 
of its windows; and that if they, the said Gunnesh 
Bhutt and Munkuram Doss, or either of them, had so 
entered, called, or been addressed, they, the said door¬ 
keepers, or some of them, must have known it. 

Several witnesses swore that bribes had been offered 
them if they would give evidence upon the trial of the 
said indictment against the defendants. 

The Court refused to grant the appellant a new trial, 
but gave him leave to appeal to His Majesty in 
Council. 

Under the above circumstances, it was contended, 
on the part of the appellant, that the indictment 
against him should be quashed, or that the verdict 
which has been pronounced against him should be set 
aside for the following amongst other reasons: — 

I. Because the appellant was not a person in any 
manner subject to the jurisdiction of the Supreme 
Court, either generally or in a special character, and 
the indictment averred, as is usual and necessary, to 
show the jurisdiction of the Court, “ That the appel¬ 
lant and the several persons accused, committed the 
several offences and misdemeanors therein specified, at 
Fort William in Bengal , and therefore are persons 
severally and respectively subject and amenable to the 
jurisdiction of the said Supreme Court for the said 
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offences, &c.” Whereas the appellant had not, at the 
time of the commission of the overt acts of conspiracy 
stated in the indictment, ever been at Calcutta , and 
that even if the evidence applicable to the appellant 
had been true, it did not tend to prove the commis* 
sion of the offence charged upon him at Calcutta, so 
as to render him amenable to the jurisdiction of the 
Supreme Court for the said offence: and if guilty of 
the offence charged against him, he was amenable to 
the jurisdiction of the Criminal Court, established 
under the British authority at Benares , where be re¬ 
sided. 

II. Because, supposing the said Court to have had 
such jurisdiction to try the appellant, the evidence 
against the appellant was insufficient to warrant the 
verdict found by the jury. 

III. Because, uuder the circumstances of this accu¬ 
sation, sufficient grounds were laid before the Su¬ 
preme Court to call upon the said Court to direct 
a new trial, in a case when the verdict and judg¬ 
ment would be so injurious to the character of the 
appellant. 


Mr. Sergeant S pankie and Mr. Tennant for the 
appellant. 

The Court below exceeded their jurisdiction in 
taking cognizance of the offence charged against the 
appellants. The indictment averred that the appellant 
committed the several offences and misdemeanors 
therein specified at Fort ‘William in Bengal. Whereat 
the appellant, at the time of the alleged commission of 
fche offence, had never been at Calcutta, and was resident 
at Benates, without the jurisdiction of the Supreme 
Courtj By the Act 13 Geo. Ill, c. 63, the limits pf the 
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Supreme Court in criminal matters are defined,* and 
were very fully discussed in Sir Elijah Impey's case.f 

The indictment against the appellant and the other 
defendants was for unlawfully conspiring to procure 
the imprisonment of Bindabun Doss, the prosecutor, 
by falsely and maliciously causing an action at law to 
be brought against him. The alleged conspiracy is 
therefore the gravamen of the charge, and constitutes 
the misdemeanor. We admit that it is not necessary to 
set out the overt acts which constitute the offence; 
and provided it is completed, and the party committing 
the overt acts is within the jurisdiction, he is amenable 
to the Court. But in this case the overt act charged 
was not committed within the jurisdiction, nor was the 
party even liable or amenable to it. 

Where two persons conspire to do a criminal act, 
one of whom is resident within the jurisdiction of the 
Supreme Court at Calcutta , but the other not, the 
party so resident can alone be made liable to the pro- 

cess. The other must be tried for the offence, if it be 

any, in the country in which he is resident. 

A conspiracy is a constructive act, and must be so 


J* T ^ e clause ,n the charter granted in pursuance of that Act, 26th 
Mcifch 1774, is, “And we do hereby grant, ordain, and appoint, that 
the said bupreme Court of Judicature at Fort William in Bengal shall 

be at all times a Court of record, and shall be a Court of oyer and 

ar * d ga °!.?, e,iver y, in and for the town of Calcutta and 

, n • y ° f F ° rt M ilham\\x\ Bengal, andthelimitsthereof.andthefac- 
is romm ! te ther0unto ' and shall have like power and authority, 

hnvt o n ° rS ° r JUStices of °y er and terminer and gaol delivery 

have or may exercise in that part of Great Britain called Enrlanl ,0 

and U other y felo ^oaths of good and sufficient men, of all treasons, murders, 
f f ° rgenes ' Paries, trespasses.and other crimes and 

“erafterbehad* had ' done > committed, or which shall 
and He r ? ’ °T committed wJ thin the said town or factory, 

and the limits aforesaid, and the factories subordinate thereto/' 

t Pari. Hist., vol. xxvi, p. 1335. 
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charged; the publication of a libel, in Rex v. Johnson ,* 
was held to be in London , though the letter issued in 
Dublin , and the agent of the defendant, being within 
the jurisdiction of the Court of King’s Bench, was 
held amenable to that Court. We admit that the 
question of jurisdiction must turn upon the wording of 
the charter, but the construction taken by the Court 
below has never yet been put upon it. 

The evidence, if admitted to its full weight, is too 
slender to support a charge of conspiracy. Two only 
of the witnesses say any thing against the appellant, 
Gunnesh Bhutt and Munhuram Doss ; the first speaks 
to a declaration of the appellant, that the prosecutor 
was going to Calcutta , advising him to take 20,000 
rupees, and give a rujfanama , which is a deed of com¬ 
promise, and implies that there was an equity suit 
pending between the parties at the time: while the 
second witness, Munhuram Doss , speaks at most only to 
the threat of issuing an attachment. How can that be 
construed into a conspiracy? It is of every-day occur¬ 
rence. It is impossible to draw an inference of crimi¬ 
nality from such testimony. The whole evidence is mere 
inference from supposed conversations: no single act is 
shown to have been done either by or at the instance 
of the appellant. 

The Court below, in refusing a new trial, acted on a 
misconception of the rule laid down in The King v. 
Lord Cochrane ,+ where it was held, that in moving for 
a new trial, all the defendants ought to appear, to pre¬ 
vent the possibility of collusion. 

The Attorney-General (Sir John Campbell) and 
Mr. Wight man, for the Crown, 




7 East, 65. 
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Admitted that the evidence was very slight, but con¬ 
tended that if the appellant was guilty of a conspi¬ 
racy at all, he was guilty in Calcutta , though, as he 
could not anticipate the evidence that was given 
against him, and could not be prepared to contradict 
it, he ought on that account to have had the benefit 
of a new trial. 
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Mr. Justice Bosanquet : 

The appellant in this case, having been convicted 
upon an indictment for conspiring, with others at Cal¬ 
cutta, wrongfully to cause the prosecutor to be arrested 
and imprisoned without reasonable or probable cause 
applied to the Supreme Court for a new trial, which 
was refused; but the Court, pursuant to the 17th sec¬ 
tion of the charter of the 26th March 1774, gave him 
leave to appeal from that refusal to His Majesty in 
Council. Upon the hearing of this appeal three points 
were made:— 

First, That the caption of the indictment was de- 

fective, for want of stating that the indictment had 
been found by twelve jurors. 

Second, That as the appellant, a native of Benares 
had never been in Calcutta , and was actually resident 
at Benares when the offence was committed, he was 

not subject to the jurisdiction of the Supreme Court, 
And, 

Third, That the evidence given at the trial was 
insufficient to support the conviction, or, at least, 
that upon the weakness of that evidence, and the affi¬ 
davits adduced in contradiction to it, the appellant was 
entitled to a new trial. 

The first of these points is not a matter for consi¬ 
deration upon this occasion, which is an appeal from 
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a refusal of the Court below to grant a new trial. No 
motion in arrest of judgment was made in the Supreme 
Court, and no judgment has been given. If the appel¬ 
lant should be called upon to receive judgment, he 
may, if advised, move to arrest the judgment, and the 
Court will deal with that motion as may be thought 
fit. The second point, respecting the jurisdiction of 
the Court, is involved in the question, whether the 
charge of the appellant having, in Calcutta, conspired 
with others, for the purpose stated in the indictment, 
was sufficiently proved. The offence with which the 
appellant is charged is a misdemeanor $ and if he, 
though resident at Benares, was privy to, and perse¬ 
vered and co-operated in, a conspiracy with others, who 
were in Calcutta, to cause the prosecutor to be wrong¬ 
fully arrested there, he was guilty of that misdemeanor, 
and was chargeable with having committed it in Cal¬ 
cutta, under the general jurisdiction of the Supreme 
Court over all persons who commit offences there. 

This very point was lately decided in this place, 
upon an appeal from Bombay, in the case Pooneakhoty 
Moodeliar * who was indicted for uttering a forged 
receipt in Bombay, which, by the 53rd Geo, III, c. 155, 

s. 115, is made a misdemeanor. He was, at the time 
when the offence was committed, at a great distance 
from Bombay. 

Two questions were argued with respect to the ju¬ 
risdiction ; first, whether the defendant was subject to 
the general and local jurisdiction of the Court j and, 
second, if not, whether he was subject to the personal 
jurisdiction in respect of his service rendered to the 
East India Company. The second ground was not re¬ 
lied on by the Advocate-General in the Court below. 


* 22nd May I835. 
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who had professedly put the case upon the first ground • 
and the judicial committee thought it quite unneces¬ 
sary to pronounce any opinion upon the second ground, 
being of opinion that the fact of the case established 
the point, that the offence charged in the indictment 
was committed in Bombay. 

After examining the evidence at considerable length 
the committee expressed their opinion that the jury were 
warranted in finding that Pooncakholy was privy to the 
transactions, and consequently was a participator in the 
misdemeanor. The question therefore arises, whether, 
being a participator in this misdemeanor, he could be 
charged with having committed the offence in Bombay. 
Now it has been repeatedly decided, that where a mis¬ 
demeanor is completed, the offence may be charged to 
have been committed. A variety of authorities may 
be found upon the subject; several of them arc cases 
when the jurisdictions within which the different parts 
of the transaction occurred, were of totally different 
kinds j notwithstanding which the indictment has been 
supported in the place where the offence has been laid, 
such being the place in which the misdemeanor was 
completed. There are cases of nuisance, of libel, of 
fraud, of cheat, and of conspiracy. The authorities 
referred to were Hawkins P. C., book ii, c. 25, 
s. 47; Rex v. Johnson , 7 East 65; Rex v. Bris- 
sac, 4 East , 164; Rex. v. Coombes, 1 East, P. C., c. 5, 
s. 131 ; 1 Leach Cro. Cas., 432. Supposing therefore 

it was said to be of an ordinary person, whether a na¬ 
tive of the provinces, or a Portuguese, or any other 
foreigner, and to have proved the offence to be com¬ 
mitted, there is no doubt he would, on the authority 
of these, have been liable to be prosecuted for the sta¬ 
tute misdemeanor completed in Bombay , as a person 
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subject to the general jurisdiction of the Recorder 
Court. It was further suggested, however, in that 
case, that the defendant was not subject at all to the 
jurisdiction of the Court of the British Government, 
because he was resident out of the British limitations, 
and within the dominions of the Nabob of Arcot, an inde¬ 
pendent princej but whether he was or was not in the 
service of the East India Company, he was subject 
to the personal jurisdiction of the Court, as it was 
said to be clear that he was employed in the care of 
the British forces then engaged in the Dewanny, under 
the authority of the British Governor, though in the 
dominions of a native prince; he was therefore under 
the protection of the British laws, and consequently 
owed obedience to them, according to the well-drawn 
maxim of law, “Protectio trahil subjectionem and sub¬ 
jects trahilprotectionem,” and having been guilty of an 
offence, which was committed by his procurement 
within the local limit of Bombay , he was indictable 
there as much as if he had been personally within the 
limits of the law, as in the case present, or that where 
Judge Johnson was held indictable in 'Middlesex , though 
he was never out of Ireland . In the present case it is 
sufficient to say, that the appellant was resident at 
Benares , which is in the British limitations in India, 
and was consequently liable to be indicted in the 
Supreme Court for an offence committed in Calcutta , 
in respect of which the British law subjects all offen¬ 
ders to be indicted there. 

The remaining question to be considered is whether 
satisfactory proof has been given of the appellant's 
participation in the offence. It appears by the evi¬ 
dence of the prosecutor Bindabun Boss that in the 
month of August (which corresponds to Strabun) in 
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the year 1828, the appellant was brought to Calcutta 
upon an attachment issued upon a cross bill against him 
filed in the name of the appellant ; that a person 
named Juggernauth , one of the defendants, was the ap¬ 
pellant’s agent at Calcutta , and that he, together with 
other defendants then in Calcutta , conspired to procure 
Bindabun's imprisonment and detention, by means of 
a fabricated document purporting to acknowledge 
a debt of 12,000 rupees due from Bindabun to one 
Ramchunder , another defendant, who had absconded. 
The indictment was found in December 1828: in March 
or Aprit following, four months before the trial, that is 
in the month of Choyt 1829, Bindabun came from 
Benares on account of this indictment and did not 
return to Benares before the trial, which took place in 
August 1829. To prove the appellant's connexion with 
this transaction in Calcutta , two witnesses were called,— 
Munkurani Doss, the eighth witness, who says that about 
the time of Buidabim's arrest, Jannokee called to him 
from the window of his cootee, and the witness then went 
up stairs, where Jannokee said "I hear you are going to 
Calcutta with Bindabun 1 said “Yes.” He said, “Do 
not go ; if you do go you will be put to trouble for no¬ 
thing, he is going from here in custody; other com¬ 
plaints may then be made, and he will not get his liberty.” 
That Jannokee showed him a letter, and said, “ Here 
is a letter, informing me that when he gets to Calcutta 
other complaints will be preferred against him and 
Jannokee said, “ I have also written to Calcutta, direct¬ 
ing that when he reaches he shall not obtain his 
liberty ” Gunnesh Bhutt, the seventh witness, says 
that he entered Bindabun's service last Choyt, which 
was March or April: Jannokee called to him and 
said, “Your Baboo is going to Calcutta, what is the 
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use of his going? let him take 20,000 rupees, and 
give a rujfanamaBindabun was then coming 
for this case pending at the sessions about the 
12,000 rupees: he says, “Bindabun did give an an¬ 
swer, but the witness did not communicate it to Jan- 
nokee 

If full credence be given to these two witnesses, 
their testimony certainly affords evidence, from which 
the appellant’s privity to some attempt to procure the 
respondent’s detention at Calcutta, and a desire to 
compromise the matter after the indictment had been 
found, may be inferred. But it is to be observed that 
these witnesses speak to conversations only, obviously 
liable to be misinterpreted as well as misrepresented; 
and it was scarcely possibly that the appellant- could 
anticipate the testimony to be adduced against him, so 
as to be prepared at the trial either to explain or con¬ 
tradict it by witnesses on his part. No evidence was 
adduced, on the part of the prosecution, of his having 
done any act to promote the success of the particular 
fraud attempted. On his part he has, by his affidavit, 
not only denied all knowledge of the transaction, but 
all conversation with either of the witnesses, and all 
acquaintance with them; and the great improbability 
of their account is corroborated by the affidavits of 
several persons. An application to set aside a verdict 
of conviction, founded on affidavits made after the 
trial is always to be looked upon with very great 
jealousy. But when the evidence without contradic¬ 
tion is of so slight a nature as it is in this case, and 
the appellant could not be expected to offer evi¬ 
dence in opposition to it, for want of knowledge 
that it would be adduced against him, their lord- 
ships are of opinion that an opportunity ought to be 


ON APPEALS FROM THE EAST INDIES. 



afforded him of laying before a jury such evidence in 

his defence as he may be able to offer upon another 

trial. 

Lord Brougham .- 

No observation arises except upon the conduct of 
the party or parties in respect of delay in this case. 
It is now towards the end of 1836, and the proceeding 
in question was five or six years ago. We have made 
particular inquiry as to the course the proceedings 
took here, in order to ascertain to what parly this 
delay is imputable. It appears that the prosecutor 
never made any appearance at all r it was therefore 
necessary for the defendant, in order to force on the 
case after having lodged his appeal, to take the usual 
steps by summons, of which two are served: first a 
summons of two months, and then a peremptory 
summons of six weeks. Untill the six weeks of the 
peremptory summons had expired, it was impossible 
for him to proceed, and for the cause to be set down 
ex parte. Before the cause can be set down cx parte, 
it is necessary that the Court should be satisfied of the* 
fact of the two summonses having been served. The 
affidavit to satisfy the Court of two summonses having 
been served, was not made till November 183^; then, 
for the first time, was the case ripe for hearing, owing 
to the prosecutor not having appeared, and owing (if 
there was any delay) to the defendant not having pre¬ 
viously issued the peremptory summons, and made 
the proper affidavits of service. After having satisfied 
the Court of the issue and service of those summonses, 
and the prosecutor not appearing, the case became, for 
the first time, ripe for hearing. Then it was for the 
only party before the Court, namely, the defendant, to 
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have urged on the hearing, if he had so thought fit j 
for at any time between November in the last year and 
the present time, the case was ripe and might have 
been heard. No application however was made for a 
hearing; the defendant was satisfied that the case 
should take the course of the paper. The Court, of 
course, could not, without any solicitation or any ap¬ 
plication, take any step for bringing on the hearing 
out of the usual course. If there has been delay, there¬ 
fore, it has been partly from the default of the prose¬ 
cutor, and partly from the defendant not taking the 
steps he might *have taken to obtain a more speedy 
hearing. 
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On Appeal from the Supreme Court of Bengal. 


T ”| S _' Vas an a PP eaI a judgment given on the 

26th March 1833, in a cause in the Supreme Court 

of Judicature at Fort William, in Bengal, in which the 

appellants were plaintiffs and the respondents de¬ 
fendants. 

The appellants were the assignees of the estate and 

W./r r, ' er ’ GC ° rge A/ ^«>‘der rrinse/, 

William Prinsep, and Charles Barber Palmer, lately 

trading ,n Calcutta, in the province of Bengal in the 
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East Indies , under the style or firm of Palmer and 
Co.; and they were duly appointed such assignees by 
virtue of an Act of Parliament made and passed in the 
gth Geo. IV, c. 73, entitled, “An Act for the Relief 
of Insolvent Debtors in the East Indies ” and this was 
an action brought by the appellants for the purpose of 
recovering from the defendants the sum of sicca rupees 
30,176. 10a. ip., and interest. The plaint was a spe¬ 
cial declaration in assumpsit, containing special counts 
on the several arguments hereafter mentioned, with 
counts for money lent and advanced, money had and 
received, for interest, and upon an account stated. The 
defendants pleaded the general issue, non assumpsit, 
and gave notice of set-off. 

The cause came on to be tried on 21st July 1832, 
upon certain written admissions entered into on both 
sides, when, by consent, a verdict was entered for the 
appellants, the plaintiffs, for sicca rupees 80,000, sub¬ 
ject to the opinion of the Supreme Court on the fol¬ 
lowing Case. 

The insolvents above named were, in the month of 
November 1829, the members and partners of the firm 
of Palmer and Co., of Calcutta , merchants and agents, 
and in the habit of taking up, for the purposes cf their 
said firm, loans from the said defendants, in their cor¬ 
porate capacity, as well on deposit of promissory notes 
of the Government of Bengal , commonly called Com¬ 
pany's Paper, as upon discount of their own and other 
negotiable securities. 

Previously to the adjudication of insolvency, and on 
the 12th November 1829, the said firm of Messrs. 
Palmer and Co., in the course of business, borrowed 
from the said defendants the sum of sicce rupees 
103,900, as a security for which they deposited and 
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delivered to the said defendants several Government 
promissory notes for different sums, amounting in all 
to sicca rupees 113,000, and on the same date made 
and delivered to the said defendants an agreement in 
writing, in the words and figures following :— 

“ Bank of Bengal, the 12th November 1S29. 

“ Three months after date, we, Palmer and Co., pro¬ 
mise to pay to J. A. Dorm , Esq. Treasurer of the Bank 
of Bengal , on account of the said bank, the sum of 
sicca rupees 103,900, with interest thereon, at the rate 
of five per centum per annum, for which said principal 
sum and interest, at the rate aforesaid, we have de¬ 
posited in the said bank, as collateral security, Com¬ 
pany’s paper to the amount of sicca rupees 113,000 j 
and in default of payment at the period above-men¬ 
tioned, we hereby authorize the treasurer of the said 
bank for the time being, absolutely to sell or dispose 
of the said Company’s paper for the r eimbursement to 
the said bank, on or after the expiration of the said 
period, by public or private sale, the said treasurer 
rendering to us any surplus which may be forthcoming 
from such sale, and we being bound to make good to 
him whatever deficiency there may be below the 
amount of the said principal sum and interest, and the" 
sale-price of the said Company's paper to be made on 
the price, to be calculated at the premium or discount 
of the Company’s paper, on the day on which the said 
Company’s paper shall be sold ; but if the said trea¬ 
surer shall not proceed to sell or dispose of the said 
Company’s paper at such period, we, the said Palmer 
and Co., shall and will pay and allow unto the said 
Bank of Bengal interest, at and after the rate of £12 
per centum on the said sum, up to the day on which 
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the said sum shall be paid off, liquidated, or up to the 
day on which the said treasurer of the said Bank of 
Bengal shall, in pursuance of the power hereinbefore 
contained, sell and dispose of the said paper so de¬ 
posited as aforesaid, as the case may happen. 

41 Palmer and Co. m 


In the same month of November 1829, the firm, in 
like manner, took up from the said defendants five 
other loans on the like terms; that is to say, on the 
17th November a loan of sicca rupees 47,800, on de¬ 
posit and delivery of like Government promissory 
notes, to amount of sicca rupees 53,800; on the same 
17th November , a further loan of sicca rupees 175,000, 
on deposit and delivery of like Government notes, to 
amount of sicca rupees 190,400 j on the 18th Novem¬ 
ber a loan of sicca rupees 29,400, on deposit and de¬ 
livery of like Government notes to amount of sicca 
rupees 32,000 ; on the 20th November a loan of sicca 
rupees 20,300, on deposit and delivery of like Govern¬ 
ment notes, to amount of sicca rupees 22,100; and 
on the 25th November a loan of sicca rupees 41,000, 
on deposit and delivery of like Government notes to 
amount of sicca rupees 44,600 ; on all which several 
occasions they signed and delivered written agreements, 
similar in form and purport to that of the 12th No¬ 
vember 1829, above set forth. . 

On the 4th January 1830, and whilst the said 
several deposits were still in the hands of the said 
defendants, and the said six several agreements out¬ 
standing and unsatisfied, the said John Palmer f George 
Alexander Prinsep , William Prinsep , and Charles 
Barber Palmer , the partners in the said firm of Palpier 
and Co., filed their joint petition of insolvency in the 
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Court for the Relief of Insolvent Debtors at Calcutta , 
pursuant to the provisions of the Act of Parliament 
passed in the ninth year of the reign of his said late 
Majesty King George the Fourth, entitled “ An Act 
to provide for the Relief of Insolvent Debtors in the 
East I?idies, ” and were thereupon, on the same day, 
duly adjudged and declared insolvent j and the whole 
estate and effects of the said partnership firm were 
duly assigned to the common assignee, and were, at 
the time of the commencement of this action, duly 
vested in the said plaintiffs as assignees of the said 
insolvent firm. 

At the time of the said adjudication of insolvency, 
the defendants were also holders and indorsees of two 
several promissory notes, made by the said firm of 
Pahner and Co. j that is to say, one promissory note 
of the said firm bearing date the 21st October 1829, 
whereby the said firm of Palmer and Co., three months* 
after date, promised to pay to Baboo Ruggooram Ghos- 
sain, or order, the sum of sicca rupees 40,000 for 
value received ; and one other promissory note bearing 
date the 4th November 1829, whereby the said firm of 
Palmer and Co., three months after date, promised to 
pay to the said Baboo Ruggooratn Ghossain, or order, 
the sum of sicca rupees 60,000 for value received; 
which last-mentioned promissory notes, duly indorsed 
by the said payee respectively, had been discounted 
respectively by the said defendants, in the ordinary 
course of business before the said insolvency, on 
the dates thereof respectively, and the amount thereof 
respectively, after deducting discount paid by the said 
defendants to the said firm ; and that both of the said 
last-mentioned promissory notes, at the time of action 
brought, were, and are still, wholly unpaid in the 
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hands of the said defendants as indorsees and holders 
thereof respectively. 

After the said adjudication of insolvency, the time 
expressed in the said agreement of the said 1 2 th, No¬ 
vember 1829, for payment of the said loan of that day, 
having expired, and no payment or tender of payment 
having beeu made there of, the said defendants, on the 
15th February 1830, sold and disposed of the said 
several Government promissory notes, or Company’s 
paper, to amount of sicca rupees 113,000, so depo¬ 
sited and delivered by way of security as hereinbefore 
mentioned, at the price or bazar-rate of the day ; and 
after retaining and satisfying themselves in full out of 
the proceeds of sale, the principal and interest of the 
said loan in the said agreement in writing of the said 
i2t,b November mentioned, with interest, and of the 
stamp duty thereon advanced by the said defendants, 
there remained a surplus arising from the said sale of 
sicca rupees 6,778. ia. 4p. in the hands of the said de¬ 
fendants. 

Cike default having afterwards been made in the pay¬ 
ment or tender of payment of the said five other loans 
made on like deposit, and delivery of Company's paper 
as aforesaid, on the days expressed for payment thereof 
respectively in the said five other like agreements in 
writing, the said defendants sold and disposed of the 
whole of the Company's paper deposited and deli¬ 
vered as security for the said five loans respectively j 
and upon such last-mentioned sale there accrued a fur¬ 
ther surplus, after payment of the said loans, and in¬ 
terest and stamp duty thereon respectively, amounting 
in the whole to sicca rupees 23,398. 8a. 9p., making, 
with the said surplus on the said prior sale, the total 
sum of sicca rupees 39,176. joa. ip., which i§ the 
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amount sought to be recovered by the plaintiffs in this 

action, together with interest at the rate of 6 per centum 

from the respective dates of sale, if the said Court 
shall allow the same. 

At the time of the said sales respectively the said 
two several promissory notes, so indorsed and dis¬ 
counted as aforesaid, had respectively fallen due, and 
were in the hands of the said defendants wholly un¬ 
paid j the defendants claim to set off the amount due 
on the said two discounted promissory notes re¬ 
spectively against the said demand of the plaintiffs’ 
assignees as aforesaid. 

If this Honourable Court should be of opinion that 
the defendants are entitled to such set-off, the said 
verdict is to be set aside, and a verdict entered for the 
defendants. If, on the contrary, the Court should be 
of opinion that they are not so entitled, the verdict to 
stand for the plaintiffs for sicca rupees 30,176. 10a. ip., 
together with interest, at the rate and from the dates 
above mentioned if allowed. The special case above 
stated came on to be argued in the said Supreme 
Court on the 25th March 1833, before the Honour¬ 
able Sir John Franks, Acting Chief Justice, and the 
Honourable Sir Edward Ryan , Justice, and was ad¬ 
journed to the following day, when the Court gave 
judgment for the defendants in the said action, and set 
aside the verdict formely entered for the plaintiffs. 

The plaintiffs having entered into the usual recog¬ 
nizances in the Supreme Court, obtained leave to 
appeal, and thereupon presented their petition of appeal 
to Ilis Majesty in Council, praying that the judgment 
might be reversed, and that the verdict entered for the 
plaintiffs might be ordered to stand for the sum of 
sicca rupees 30,176. roa. ip., and interest, after the 
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rate, and from the dates mentioned in the special case, 
for the following, amongst other reasons :— 

I. Because, by the assignment made by the insol¬ 
vents, in pursuance of the Act of the 9th Geo. IV, 
c. 73, the whole interest which the insolvents then 
had in the Company's paper and Government securi¬ 
ties deposited with the respondents, and the right to 
redeem the same bacame vested in the assignees, in 
trust for all the creditors of the insolvents, and the 
interest and right so vested in them could not be de¬ 
feated by any subsequent default of the insolvents, so 
as to give the respondents a right of set-off, which 
they did not possess at the date of the assignment. 

II. Because the Company’s .paper and Government 
securities in question were deposited with the respon¬ 
dents under express contracts that the same should 
be returned upon payment of the respective sums, to 
secure which they were respectively deposited. 

The respondents, on the other hand, contended that 
the judgments ought to be affirmed for the following, 
among other reasons 

I, Because the Act of 9th Geo. IV, c. 73, for the 
relief of insolvent debtors in the East Indies provides 
by section 36, that when there has been mutual credit 
given by the insolvents and any other person or per¬ 
sons, one debt or demand may be set off against the 
other j and all such debts, dues, and claims, as may be 
proved under a commission of bankruptcy, according 
to the provisions of the English Bankrupt Act, may be 
proved urf^er the Indian Insolvent Act, in the same 
manner, aqd subject to the like deductions, conditions, 
and provisions, as prescribed in the English Bankrupt 
Act. 

II . Because the contracts stated in the declaration 
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by which the Bank of Bengal agreed to pay to the in¬ 
solvents the surplus remaining after the sale of the 
Government paper, beyond the amount of the loans 
which it was given to secure, were a credit given by the 
insolvents to the bank to the amount of such surplus: 
and the promissory notes held by the bank were a 
credit to the amount of such notes, given by the bank 
to the insolvents: thus constituting a mutual credit, 
and therefore a subject of set-off between the bank and 
the insolvents. The assignees therefore, by tendering 
the amount af such respective sums before default had 
been made, might have recovered the said Company's 
paper and Government securities in specie, by an 
action of trover, to which no set-off or other defence 
could have been made; and although default was after¬ 
wards made in payment of the loans, and the secu¬ 
rities were sold ^before any tender made, yet the sur¬ 
plus monies arising from such respective sale were 
monies had and received for the use of Palmer 
and Co. 

III. Because no claim of lien upon such surplus 
monies can be set up by the respondents in opposition 
to their express contract to render such surplus monies 
to Palmer and Co. j especially having regard to the 
fact, that the five several agreements made subse¬ 
quently to the first agreement of the 12th November 
1829, do not stipulate either that any surplus upon 
the former deposits should be a security against any 
deficiency in the produce of the subsequent d eposits, 
or that any surplus upon the subsequent deposits 
should be a security against any deficiency in the pro¬ 
duce of the former deposits. 

Sir W. Follelt and Mr. Deacon (Mr. Cockerell was 
with them) for the appellants. 
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At the time of the insolvency of Palmer and Co.j 
which was on the 4th January 1830, no default had 
been made by them in the performance of the agree¬ 
ment of the 12th November 1829; for the period of 
three months from that date, the time when they pro¬ 
mised to pay the Bank of Bengal the sum of 103,900 
6icca rupees, had not then expired. The right, there¬ 
fore, to any surplus that might be forthcoming from 
the sale of the Company’s paper deposited with the 
bank, became vested in the assignees of Palmer and 
Co. ; and this right could not be defeated by any sub¬ 
sequent default of Palmer and Co. Each loan was the 
subject of a perfectly distinct and independent con¬ 
tract ; and the surplus of the proceeds of the sale of 
one deposit could not be applied to any deficiency 
arising from the proceeds of the sale of another de¬ 
posit. It was the clear intent of each agreement, that' 
if the bank deemed it expedient to sell the Company’s 
paper, the surplus of the proceeds of the sale, after 
satisfying the amount of the loan in each particular 
case, with interest at five per cent., should be restored 
to Palmer and Co. 

There is a great difficulty in reconciling the various 
decisions in the books, on the subject of set-off in 
bankruptcy. It was the practice of the commissioners, 
before the passing of any statute on this subject, to take 
the accounts between the backrupt and any other per¬ 
son, and to adjust the balance that was due from either 
one party or the other; and this practice was con¬ 
firmed by the decisions of the courts of law. For even 
so far back as the time of Lord Chief Justice North, 
namely, in 1675, we find he thus expresses himself:—- 
“ If there are accounts between two merchants, and one 
of them become bankrupt, the course is, not to make 
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the other, who perhaps, upon stating the accounts, 
is found indebted to the bankrupt, to pay the whole 
that originally was entrusted to him, and to put him, for 
the recovery of what the bankrupt owes him, into the 
same condition with the rest of the creditors * but to 
make him pay that only which appears due to the 
bankrupt on the foot of the account ;•* “otherwise/’ he 
adds, “it will be for accounts betwixt them, after the 
time of the other’s becoming bankrupt, if any such 
were, * The same doctrine was also held by Lord 
Hale , who adjudged that in the case of a bankrupt, 
where there were dealings on account, a man should 
not be charged with the account on the credit side, 
and be put to come in as a creditor for the debt owing 
to himself, but should only answer to the bankrupt's 
estate the balance of the account.f Then came the 
4th and 5th Anne , c. 17, which was the first statute that 
mentioned the balance and adjustment of the accounts 
between the bankrupt and his debtor; and by the 
eleventh section of which it was enacted, that, where 
there should appear to have been mutual credit given 
between the bankrupt and any person who should be his 
debtor, and the accounts should be open and unbalanced, 
then the commissioners or the assignees might adjust 
the accounts, and take the balance due in full discharge 
thereof, and the debtor should not be compelled to 
pay more than should appear to be due on such 
balance. This enactment, which, however, gave the 
commissioners no more power than they originally 
possessed, was repeated, with some slight variation, by 
the 5 th Geo. I, c. 24 ; and after the expiration of that 
Act, a similar clause, but improved in point of precision, 
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was re-enacted by the 5th Geo. II, c. 30, s. 28, which, 
besides the power given to the commissioners to adjust 
the accounts in cases of mutual credit, added, that 
where there were mutual debts between the bankrupt 
and any other person, one debt might be set of? against 
another. Before this statute, therefore, there was no 
set-off allowed in bankruptcy, except what was the 
subject of mutual account between the bankrupt and 
any other person. The next statute was the 46th 
Geo. Ill, c. 135, s. 3 ; by which the right of set-off 
was given, notwithstanding a prior act of bankruptcy, 
provided the credit was given to the bankrupt two 
months before the date of the commission, and the 
person, at the time of giving it, had not notice of a 
prior act of bankruptcy, or that the bankrupt was in¬ 
solvent, or had stopped payment. 

Then came the present Bankrupt Act, 6 Geo . IV, 
c. 16, which has incorporated the former provisions, 
with certain amendments, the words of which it will 
be necessary to refer to. By the fiftieth section of 
this statute, it is enacted, “ That where there has been 
mutual credit given by the bankrupt and any other 
person, or where there are mutual debts between the 
bankrupt and any other person, the commissioners 
shall state the account between them, and one debt or 
demand may be set off against another, notwithstand¬ 
ing any prior act of bankruptcy committed by such 
bankrupt before the credit given to, or the debt con¬ 
tracted by, him ; and what shall appear due on either 
side on the balance of such account, and no more, shall 
be claimed or paid on either side respectively; and 
every debt or demand hereby made proveable against 
the estate of the bankrupt may also be set off, in man¬ 
ner aforesaid, against such estate, provided that the 
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person claiming the benefit of such set-off had not, 
when such credit was given, notice of an act of bank- 
ruptcy by such bankrupt committed.” This statute, 
it will be seen, omits the provision contained in the 
46th Geo. Ill, c. 135 , s. 3 , that the credit must have 
been given two months before the date of the com¬ 
mission; and, therefore, the account may now be 
taken down to the date of the commission. It also con¬ 
fines the notice by which the party is to be affected, 
to tbe notice of an act of bankruptcy,- and it declares 
that every debt or demand, made proveable by the 
act, may also be set off against the bankrupt’s estate; 
which last provision, if it is in any way important to 
the respondents’ case, it will be seen is not contained 

in the Indian Act, under which they claim their right of 
set-off. 

By that Act, 9 Geo. IV, c. 73 , which is intitled, 
“An Act to provide for the Relief of Insolvent 
Debtors in the East Indies ,” it is enacted by section 36, 
That where there has been mutual credit given by the 
insolvent or insolvents and any other person or per¬ 
sons, one debt or demand may be set against the other; 
and all such debts, dues, and claims, as may be proved 
under a commission of bankruptcy, according to the 
provisions of the 6th Geo. IV, c. 16, or may hereafter 
be proveable under such commission, by virtue of any 
Act hereafter to be passed, may also be proved upon 
any such hearing as is hereinbefore mentioned, in 
the same manner, and subject to the like deductions, 
conditions, and provisions, as in the said last-men¬ 
tioned Act are set forth and prescribed.” 

Now the right of set-off given by this Act, it will be 
observed, is contained in very few words; for the sec¬ 
tion merely says, that where there has been mutual 
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credit given, one debt or demand may be set off against 
the other j the last part of the sectioo relating entirely 
to the right of proof. It also confines the right of set¬ 
off to cases where there has been mutual credit, omit¬ 
ting those words contained in the English Bankrupt 
Act, “or where there are mutual debts between the 
bankrupt and any other person.’ 7 

It is important, therefore, in the first place, to con¬ 
sider what is meant by the expression, “mutual credit.” . 
Mutual credit must mean something mutual, on both 
sides, a credit given by each party to the other. Now, 
what were the dealings of the parties in the present 
case? The money was lent by the bank to Palmer 
and Co., and Palmer and Co. deposited the Company’s 
paper with the bank under the terms of a special agree¬ 
ment as a security for the loan. The loan was, of course, 
a credit given by the bank to Palmer and Co.; but how 
can the deposit of the paper be termed a credit given 
by Palmer and Co. to the bank? The credit meant by 
the statute is one that must inevitably terminate in a 
debt. But the deposit of these securities with the bank 
upon the terms of the agreement of the 12th No¬ 
vember 1829," was not such a transaction as would 
necessarily end in a debt. If Palmer and Co., at the 
expiration of three months from the date of that 
agreement, or even before the bank had sold the 
paper deposited, had repaid the bank the amount of 
the loan, there would have been no debt due from the 
bank to Palmer and Co. There was in this case 
also no dafault made by Palmer and Co. at the time 
of their insolvency. Their insolvency took place on 
the 4th January 1830; and they were not bound to re¬ 
pay the money borrowed until three months after the 
12th November 1829, which of course would not be- 
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fore the 12th February 1830. How could commission¬ 
ers of bankrupt in such a case have stated an account 
between the parties, as directed by the statute? Was 
there, at the period of Palmer and Co.’s insolvency, 
any debt due to them from the bank, or had they pre¬ 
viously given such a credit as must inevitably have 
ended in a debt due to them from the bank? Non¬ 
constat, that the assigness under their insolvency would 
not redeem the securities before the three months had 
expired by paying off the loan. Could the bank have 
in that case claimed a lien on these securities, 
which were deposited for a specific purpose in respect 
of the two promissory notes not then due, which they 
had previously discounted for Palmer and Co. ? The 
right of set-off, to be good in favour of one party, must 
also hold in favour of the other. Now, supposing 
the bank of Bengal had brought an action against 
Palmer and Co., upon either of these promissory notes, 
and before any default made by the latter in the per¬ 
formance of the agreement of the 12th November 1829, 
it is clear that they would not have had a right to 
set off the amount of any uncertain surplus that might 
arise from the proceeds of the sale of the Company’s 
paper in case default should be made in the repayment 
of the loan, and in case the bank should think proper 
to sell. A mere deposit, as this was, for a special pur¬ 
pose, is not like the trust or credit given by a principal 
to a factor, where the goods are placed in the factor’s 
hands for the express purpose of sale, and where the 
transaction, therefore, must inevitably terminate in a 
debt from the factor to the principal. Here the bank 
had no power to sell until default was made by Palmer 
and Co., and no default whatever had been made by 
them at the_period of their iesolvency. The very ex- 
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tent of the clause relating to mutual credit in the 
English Bankrupt Act, only authorizes the commis¬ 
sioners to state the account down to the date of the 
commission. Could the amount, then, of this uncer¬ 
tain surplus of the proceeds of a sale, depending on an 
uncertain event, from an item on the debit or credit 
side of such account? The surplus which did even¬ 
tually arise from the sale of the Company's paper by 
the bauk long after the insolvency of Palmer and Co., 
would merely form an item in an account between their 
assignees and the bank j and in the case already 
referred to before Lord Chief Justice North* though 
he admits the law to be, to make a party, who has had 
dealings with a bankrupt, pay only what appears due 
to the bankrupt, on the foot of the account as stated 
between them, yet, he says, “ it will be otherwise for 
accounts betwixt them, after the time of the bank¬ 
ruptcy.’’ 

The grounds on which the recent case of Hezvison 
v. Guthrie t were decided, show clearly that, in order 
to bring a case within the clause of mutual credit in 
the Bankrupt Act, the credit must have been given 
before the bankruptcy. That was an action of trover, 
brought by the assignees of a bankrupt, to recover 
from the defendant a policy of insurance. The de¬ 
fendant pleaded that he was an insurance broker, and 
that there was a custom in the city of London for all 
insurance brokers to have a lien upon all policies in 
their possession for their general balance; that pre¬ 
vious to the time of effecting the policy in question, 
mutual accounts existed between the defendant and the 
bankrupt; that whilst such mutual dealings and ac- 

0 Anon. 1 Mod. 215. t 2 Bing. N. C. 755. 
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counts existed, the bankrupt gave an order to the 
defendant to effect the policy j and that at the time 
of the request and refusal to deliver the policy, the 
bankrupt was indebted to the defendant, on the gene¬ 
ral balance of accounts between them, in the sum of 
£201. iis. 9 (/., and that he had a lien on the policy 
to the extent of this debt. The plaintiffs replied, that 
this sum was the price of certain canvass sold by the 
defendant to the bankrupt upon a credit of twelve 
months, which credit had not expired at the time of 
the conversion ; that at the time of the sale of the 
canvass the defendant drew a bill of exchange on the 
bankrupt for the amount of the price, payable at twelve 
months after date, which period had not elapsed at 
the time of the conversion, or at the time of the com¬ 
mencement of the action, which bill the bankrupt ac¬ 
cepted, and the defendant received on account of the 
price of the canvass. To this plea there was a special 
demurrer. It was contended in support of the de¬ 
murrer, that though the defendaut, by taking a secu¬ 
rity for his debt, might have lost his lien, yet that on 
the plea, it appeared there had been a mutual credit 
between the parties, within the meaning of the 6th 
Geo. IV, c. 16, s. 50, and that in respect of such mu¬ 
tual credit the defendant was entitled to retain the 
policy. But the Court of Common Pleas decided, 
that even if the facts would have warranted such a 
defence, he was bound to plead them specially, as he 
had pleaded the custom, in order to bring himself 
within the statute; and that it did not appear on the 
record, that the mutual credits, upon the result of 
which the balance was clamied, were given before the 
bankruptcy, so as to make the balance claimed a ba¬ 
lance due at the time of the bankruptcy; the onlv 
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1836. allegation being, that the bankrupt was indebted to the 
Young defendant in this general balance, “at the time of the 
Banxof request and refusal to deliver the policy, and of the 
Bkngal. supposed conversion.” So, in the present case before 

the Court, it is quite clear, that the credit which the 
respondents contend was given to them by Painter and 
Co., and upon the result of which the claim to retain 
the balance of the proceeds of the sale of the Com¬ 
pany’s paper was not given by Palmer and Co. before 
their insolvency j for, before this period, the bank had 
nothing but a conditional power of sale. 

The case that has created the greatest confusion on 
the subject of set-off in bankruptcy is that of Em 
P arte DeezeJ* In that case, a packer had a small de* 
mand against a bankrupt for packing goods, and also 
a much larger demand against him for money lent; and 
the bankrupt had likewise a small demand against the 
packer for winej and upon the question whether the 
packer could retain the goods till his whole debt was 
satisfied, Lord Hardwicke determined that he might, 
saying, “ Notwithstanding the rules of law as to bank¬ 
rupts reduce all creditors to an equality, yet it is heard 
where a man has a debt due from a bankrupt, and has 
at the same time goods of a bankrupt in his hands, 
which cannot be got from him without the assistance 
of law or equity, that the assignees should take them 
from him without satisfying the whole debt; and there¬ 
fore the clause in the Act of Parliament of the 
5th Geo. II, relating to mutual credit, has received * 
very liberal construction. These goods were in the 
petitioner's hands, in the nature of a pledge, for some ~ 
part of his debt, that is, the price of the packing; 
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and what right has a Court of Equity to say, that if 
he has another debt due from him from the same per¬ 
son, the goods shall be taken from him without 
having the whole paid ?” Now it is submitted that 
this is not a correct exposition of the law on this sub¬ 
ject. 

[The Attorney-General: We do not contend that 

it is.] 

The observations made by Lord Hardmcke in that 
case have misled the Courts in the decision of several 
subsequent cases, and are also utterly at variance with 
another decision of the same learned Judge, which 
occurred about six years afterwards. That was the 
case of Ex parte Ockenden* in which the circum¬ 
stances were these: The bankrupt, who was a flour- 
factor, had considerable dealings with the petitioner, 
who was a miller, in grinding his corn for him* and 
was, at the time of his bankruptcy, indebted to the 
petitioner in £286, for grinding corn on various former 
occasions: the petitioner having in his possession, at 
the time of the bankruptcy, a quantity of wheat be- 
longing to the bankrupt, which was sent to be ground, 
as well as some flour, and a great number of sacks,’ 
upon all which he claimed a lien, not only for his 
charge of £16. 55. for grinding the corn then in his 
hands, but also for £ 286, previously due; and Lord 
Hardwicke , in the absence of any evidence of contract 
or of custom, that a miller had a lien for his general 
balance, expressed a strong opinion that he had only 
a particular lien pro tanto, and not a general lien; and 
he qualified his former decision in Ex parte Dceze by 
saying, that in that case there was evidence that it 
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was usual for packers to lend money to clothiers, and 
the cloths to be a pledge, not only for the work done 
in packing, but for the loan of money likewise. The 
case stood over for further consideration; and after 
taking some time to deliberate on the matter, his Lord 4 - 
ship decided according to the opinion he had expressed 
on the hearing.* It seems, therefore, quite evident, 
that Lord Hardwicke had changed the opinions he had 
expressed in Ex parte Deeze , and that that case can 
only be supported on the ground of the custom having 
been proved, that a packer could retain for his general 
balance; for in Ex parte Ockenden, where there was 
no contract for such a lien, nor any general custom 
proved to establish it, he held that the miller had only 
a particular lien pro tanto. This doctrine, too, was 
subsequently acted upon by Lord Mansfield , and the 
Court of King’s Bench, in Green V; Farmer where it 
was decided, that a dyer had no lieri for a general ba¬ 
lance, unless a contract could be implied from any usage 
of trade, or manner of dealing ; and Lord Mansfield , 
referring to his own note of Ex 'paYte Ockeiiden , 
said, that that case was accurately reported.t 

0 In Green v. Partner, 4 Bur. 2222, Lord Mansfield says the hear¬ 
ing was iri August 1754 1 hnd that on the 20th fcJecember 17S4, no 
precedents being found* Lord Hardwicke determined accordingly. 

f 4 Bur. 2214. 

% Lord Mansfield also said, that Ex parte Deeze was well reported. 
But the accuracy of the report obthat case does not appear to be very 
consistent with what Lord Hardwicke says about it in Ex parte Ocken- 
den, namely, that there was evidence of ah usage of a general lieh 
in the dealings of packers With their employers; form the report of 
the case in Alkyns, there is certainly hothing said about such a cus¬ 
tom having been proved. Lord Henley, in commenting oh Ex parte 
Deeze, in his Treatise on the Bankrupt Law, (p. 108,) thinks the fact 
is obvious, that Lord Hardwicke had Changed his mind in Ex parte 
Ocketideti, upon the extent of the statute of mutual credit, and that 
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The next case that occurred after Ex parte Decze, 
upon the construction of the mutual credit clause in 
the 5th Geo. II, c. 3 o, s. 28, was Ex parte Prescott • * 
where the petitioner, being a creditor of the bankrupt 
f° r io, and a debtor to him upon bond for P340 
payable at a future day, applied that he might be per¬ 
mitted to set off the former sum against the principal 
and interest due on the bond ; and Lord 
held, that it was within the equity of the statute ; for 
though it was not in strictness a mutual debt, yet it 
vyas a mutual credit, as the bankrupt gave the peti¬ 
tioner a credit in consideration of the bond, though 
payable at a future day, and the petitioner gave the 
bankrupt credit for the debt he owed the petitioner on 
simple contract. This case has ever since been consi¬ 
dered as a leading authority, that a debt contracted 
before the bankruptcy, but not payable till afterwards 
may be set off against a debt from the bankrupt pay¬ 
able presently. And it was upon this principle that 
he case of Collins V. Jones* was decided, which may 
probably be relied on by the other side. That was an 
action by the assignees of a bankrupt on a promissory 

he took hold of the circumstance of there being evidence of usage in 
Decze, to reconcile the two decisions. And if, indeed he 
made the observations as reported in Atkyns, it seems highly pro¬ 
bable that such was the fact ; for they are entirely at variance with 

When heH ^ after ' Vards Said he fou "ded 'hat decision. 

When he drew the distinction, however, between a general and a 

particular Hen iu ^ It raay have escaped hul- 

mory that one of the rca8 ° ns by him ^ thinki ^ 

Ex parte Decze came within the clause of mutual credit was, that 

there was an account depending between the packer and the bank- 

rupt, there bemg on the one side /19 due for packing, and on the 

other side much about the same sum due to the bankrupt’s estate for 
wine. 

* 1 Alk ’ 2 3 °- t 10 B. & C, 777. 
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1836. note of the defendant, which had been discounted by 

Young the bankrupt, and against which the defendant claimed 

Bank of a set-off on a bill accepted by the bankrupt} this bill 
Bengal. the defendant had taken in part of the discount} he 

had afterwards negociated it, and was subsequently 
obliged to pay the amount to the holder six days after 
the commission had issued against the bankrupt} and 
it was held, that he had a right to set off the biW 
against the demand of the assignees on the promissory 
note: for that the bankrupt, by discounting the de¬ 
fendant’s note, gave credit to the defendant} and the 
defendant, by taking the bankrupt’s acceptance, gave 
credit to the bankrupt; and that there had thus, at the 
time of the bankruptcy, been mutual credit between 
these parties. Mr. Justice Bay/ey, in giving his judg¬ 
ment in this case, dwells on a material distinction be¬ 
tween the clause of set-off in the 5th Geo. II, c. 30, 
s. 28, and the provision in the 6th Geo. IV, c. 16, s. 5 °i 
the former statute merely providing for cases where 
there had been mutual credit given by the bankrupt 
and any other person, or mutual debts, at any time 
before such person became bankrupt: speaking of the 
mutual credit, and the mutual debts, each of them in 
the past tense, and making the act of bankruptcy the 
time at which the set-off is to cease; while the latter 
statute includes cases where there has been mutual 
credit, and where there are mutual debts: speaking 
therefore of the mutual credit in the past tense, and of 
mutual debts in the present; the latter statute also 
giving the set-off, notwithstanding any prior act of 
bankruptcy, before the credit given, or the debt con¬ 
tracted, and declaring that every debt or demand made 
proveable may also be set off, provided the person 
claiming the set-off had not, when such credit was 
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given, notice of the act of bankruptcy. Mr. Justice 
Baylcy goes on to say, “These were then mutual 
debts between the parties, and they had their origin in 
a mutual credit before the bankruptcy. 0 But in the 
present case, the credit is all on one side before the 
bankruptcy; for the deposit of the Company’s paper 
was not a credit given by Palmer and Co. to the bank 
of Bengal , the bank having no power to negociate it, 
or sell it, unless Palmer and Co. made default in pay¬ 
ment of the money they had borrowed of the bank; 
and at the time of their insolvency, there were not 
only no mutual debts between the parties, but it was 
uncertain whether the transaction of the deposit of this 
paper with the bank would ever terminate in a debt 
from the bank to them. 

In the last-cited case Mr. Justice Baylcy lays great 
stress upon that of Ilankcy v. Smith /* in which it was 
held, that an acceptance in the hands of an indorsee, 
not due until after the bankruptcy of the acceptor, 
constituted an item of credit between the bankrupt and 
the indorsee; and in which Mr. Justice Puller observes, 
that if a bill of exchange, which is accepted, is sent out 
into the world, credit is given to the acceptor by every 
person who takes the bill; but the subsequent case of 
Ex parte Hale ,+ which occurred before Lord Lough¬ 
borough , is contrary to this last decision. There the 
petitioner was the indorser of a bill of exchange ac¬ 
cepted by the bankrupt, and being obliged to take it 
up in consequence of the bankruptcy, he claimed to 
set off the amount against a debt he owed the bank¬ 
rupt; but Lord Loughborough held, that though the 
petitioner might prove, yet he could not set it off; 
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that he could not, by paying the bill after the bank¬ 
ruptcy of the acceptor, put himself into a better situa¬ 
tion than any other creditor; that there was no mutual 
credit j that though the acceptance constituted a debt 
due at the time of the bankruptcy, that debt was not 
due to the petitioner, and that therefore the set-off 
failed. 

The decision of the Court of Common Pleas in the 
recent case of Gibson v. Bell* is another authority, 
which may, at first sight, seem to favour the claim of 
the respondents; but upon an examination of the 
grounds of the judgment in that case, it will be seen 
that they do not apply to the facts of this. The bank¬ 
rupt there had sold and delivered a quantity of wine to 
the defendant, which he agreed to pay for in part, by 
accepting a bill of exchange to be drawn by the bank¬ 
rupt ; and the defendant having failed to do so, the 
assignees brought an action against him for not ac¬ 
cepting the bill pursuant to his agreement- to which 
the defendant pleaded a set-off for a debt due to him 
from the bankrupt for money lent} and it was held 
upon demurrer that the set-off was good. But the 
Chief Justice, in delivering his judgment, said, al¬ 
though the form of action was a claim for unliquidated 
damages for not accepting the bill, yet that the agree¬ 
ment was, in substance, a contract to accept a bill in 
payment of the remainder of the price of certain goods 
sold and delivered by the bankrupt to the defendant; 
and the bill of exchange was expressly alleged to have 
been drawn “ for the balance then due and owing from 
the defendant to the bankrupt, upon the account afore¬ 
said." That in substance, therefore, the bill, if ac- 
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cepted, would have been a security for the payment, at 
a future day, of a settled and ascertained balance, due 
upon an account, in which the price of the goods sold 
to the defendant formed one side, and partial pay¬ 
ment made by the defendant the other side. That the 
principle of the bankrupt laws is this, that where two 
persons have dealt with each other on mutual credit, 
and one of them becomes bankrupt, the account shall 
ebset tied between them, and the balance only payable 
on either side. That the claim of the bankrupt in 
that case was one which would, in its nature, terminate 
in a debt, and nothing else. For if the demand had 
not been enforced until after the time for which the 
bill was to run, the demand became actually a debt, 
for which the bankrupt might have brought his action 
for goods sold, or on an account stated; and if en¬ 
forced before the time had expired, his demand was 
one which must become a debt in a short time, and of 
which the present value was determinable, by deduct¬ 
ing the discount for the time the bill had still to run. 

Now, apply this reasoning to the facts of the present 

case. Was there, at the time of the insolvency of 
Palmer and Co., “any settled and ascertained balance 
due uponan account" between them and the Bank of 
Bengal? The balance was not only unsettled and un¬ 
ascertained, but it was wholly uncertain whether there 
Would be any balance due to them from the bank; for 
if the assignees of Palmer and Co. had repaid the 
bank, the 103, Q oO rupees, according to the agreement 
of the 12th November 1829, they would have had a 
right to an immediate return of the Company's paper. 
Which they had deposited with the bank to secure the* 
payment of this sum; and if they had not repaid the 
amount of the loan at the end of the three months, the 
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1836- balance would have been equally uncertain} for it 
Young would in that case depend on the amount of the pro: 
Bank of cee ^s of the sale of the Company’s paper, a transaction 
Bengal. of such a nature as must terminate in a debt. The 

answer to the former question is an answer to this; for 
if either Palmer and Co., or their assignees, had repaid 
the loan to the bank within the stipulated time, the 
bank would have had no power to sell; and even if 
they had sold, it would be just as uncertain whether 
there would be any surplus, after satisfying the amount 
of the loan. 

But the case which, it is presumed, the respondents 
will chiefly rely on in their favour, is Olive v. Smith* 
In that case, A., a merchant, employed B., a broker, to 
effect policies and sell goods, and trusted him with the 
possession of the policies and the goods. A., being 
indebted to B. for premiums of insurance, and having 
obtained an advance of money upon a pledge of goods 
placed in B.’s hands for sale, but not on those goods 
to the exclusion of A/s general credit, became bank¬ 
rupt; after which, a loss happening on one of the po¬ 
licies B. received it from the underwriters. This was 
held to be a case of mutual credit, and that B. might 
retain the sum received for the loss, not only in the 
liquidation of the balance due for premiums, but also 
of his advances. Lord Chief Justice Gibbs, who tiied 
the cause, decided it on the ground that the bankrupts 
had trusted the defendants with the possession of goods 
and of policies of insurance, and that the defendants 
had trusted the bankrupts with the money advanced, 
and the premiums paid for them on the policies; and 
that the general principle was, that wherever each 
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party has trusted the other with the possession of 
value, the assignees of either party, in case of his 
bankruptcy, cannot withdraw that value from the 
other, but on the terms of paying him what is due be¬ 
tween them. With all due respect, however, for that 
learned Judge, it is submitted that this reasoning is not 
correct in point of lawj tor it would lead to this mon¬ 
strous conclusion,-that in every case of deposit of 
goods, let the purpose be what it may, if the owner 
of the goods be indebted to the depository, the latter 
has, by virtue of the statute of mutual credit, a right 
to retain the goods deposited till he is paid the whole 
of his demand,—a proposition which could never have 
been intended by any of the clauses relating to mutual 
credit in the bankrupt laws. The doctrine, indeed, that 
was propounded by the learned Judge in that case,— 
as is justly observed by Lord Henley in his work on 
the Bankrupt Law,— has not been generally approved 
of by the profession ; and it has accordingly been 
since confined within much narrower bounds in 
subsequent cases. It will be observed, too, upon re¬ 
ferring to the report of Olive v. Smith, that the 
counsel who argued in support of the claim of set-off, 
relied in a great measure upon the doctrine in Ex parte 
Deeze ; and after referring to Lord Hardwiclie's sub¬ 
sequent decision in Ex parte Ockendcn , contended that 
his Lordship’s first opinion was the best. The judg¬ 
ment, also, of the Court is mainly founded on Ex 
parte Deeze; Gibbs , Justice, saying, that the Courts have 
always inclined to support the doctrine in that case; 
and he adds, that in the case Ex parte Ockendcn , no 
judgment was given : in the last of which observations, 
however, he is corrected by the counsel in the argu¬ 
ment, and in the former of which it will be also found, 
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that his statement is far too general and sweeping. 
Nearly the same period elapsed after this decision as 
the interval between Ex parte Deeze and Ex patte 
Ockenden , when the learned Judge, then become Lord 
Chief Justice, following the example of Lord Hard - 
uncke, but exhibiting perhaps a specimen of great in¬ 
genuity and acuteness, thought it necessary in a sub¬ 
sequent case to qualify the proposition he had so 
broadly laid down in Olive v. Smith. 

The case alluded to is that of Rose v. Hart,* where 
the assignees of a bankrupt brought an action of 
trover for a quantity of cloths which had been depo¬ 
sited with the defendant, a fuller, for the purpose of 
being dressed. It was contended at the trial, that the 
case came within the principle laid down in Olive v. 
Smith, and that the defendant was entitled to retain 
the cloths for his general balance ; but a verdict was 
given for the plaintiffs; and the point was reserved by 
Mr. Justice Holroyd, before whom the case was tried. 
When the rule nisi was moved for a new trial, Lord 
Chief Justice Gibbs acknowledged, that the question 
was of the utmust importance, and that the Court was 
quite open to hear it discussed. After the case had 
been fully argued,—when the counsel, in support of 
the rule, rested entirely on the language of the Courts 
in Ex parte Deeze, French v. Fenn, + and Olive v. S?nith, 
—the Court took time to consider its judgment, which 
was ultimately pronounced by Lord Chief Justice 
Gibbs. These facts are stated to show that the ques¬ 
tion was maturely and deliberately considered by the 
Court before it came to a decision. The Chief Justice, 
in delivering his judgment, admitted, that the case 
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was not distinguishable from Ex parte Deeze, upon 
which the decision in Olive v. Smith was founded ; and 
after adverting to the qualification of Ex parte Deeze 
in Ex parte Ockcnden, which he says was lost sight of 
by Hie Court in French v. Fain , he adds, that this 
last-mentioned case having been followed by a string 
of cases, running through a period of more than thirty 
years, whatever he might think of the original decision, 
he could not persuade himself to break in upon a class 
of cases so long established; and that if they could 
not be supported without carrying the doctrine in Ex 
parte Deeze to its fullest extent, he should be ready to 
follow it rather than; overturn what had been settled 
upon the subject for such a length of time. “ But,” 
he observes, “ it is first to be considered whether these 
cases may not be supported by a construction of the 
Act, which will not go to that extent, and will leave 
the opinion of Lord Hardwicke, in the case of Ex parte 
Ockenden , untouched.” He then cites the 28th section 
of the 5th Geo. II, c. 30, by which it was enacted, that 
where there had been mutual credit given by the 
bankrupt and any other person, or mutual debts be¬ 
tween the bankrupt and any other person/' the com¬ 
missioners should state the account between them, and 
one debt might be set against another j and what 
should appear to be due on either side on the balance 
of such account, and on setting such debts against one 
another, and no more, should be claimed on either 
side respectively.” “ Something more,” he goes on to 
say, “is certainly meant here by mutual credits than 
the words mutual debts import j and yet upon the final 
settlement, it was enacted merely that one debt shall 
be set against another. We think this shows that the 
legislature meant such credits only as must, in their 
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nature, terminate in debts; as where a debt is due 
from one party, and credit given by him to the other, 
for a sum of money payable at a ^future day, and 
which will then become a debt* or where there is a 
debt on one side, and a delivery of property, with 
directions to turn it into money, on the other : in such 
case the credit given by the delivery of the property 
must, in its nature, terminate in a debt, the balance 
will be taken on the two debts, and the words of the 
statute will in all respects be complied with.” This 
principle, the Chief Justice observes, will support ail 
the cases from French v. Fenn to Olive v. Smith ; in all 
of which, he adds, “it will be found, that that which 
has been allowed as a mutual credit has always been 
of such a nature as must terminate in a cross debt. To 
this extent we think the statute may be carried, but no 
further * and we follow the final opinion of Lord 
Hardvaicke in determining, that the delivery of these 
cloths to the defendants, for the purpose of being 
dressed, does not form an article of mutual credit in 
his favour, within the fair construction of the clause 
relied on.” 

The case of French v. Fenn* referred to by Lord 
Chief Justice Gibbs in the last-mentioned case was 
this: Cox, Hol/ord , and Fenn, purchased a row or 
string of pearls, for a joint adventure in trade, the mo¬ 
ney for the purchase being advanced by Fenn. Cox 
became bankrupt; after which, Fenn sent the pearls to 
China, where they were sold, and the proceeds remitted 
to Fenn. Cox, at the time of his bankruptcy, was in¬ 
debted to Fenn in a much larger sum than a third of 
the profits of the adventure. The assignees of Cox 
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brought an action against JFcnn for Cox's share of the 
profits, to which the defendant pleaded a set-off; and 
it was contended on his behalf, that there was a mutual 
credit, though not a mutual debt, at the time of the 
bankruptcy, and that one could not be demanded with¬ 
out satisfying the other, and the Court, on the autho¬ 
rity of Ex parte Dccze , determined that Fcnn was pro¬ 
tected from the claim of Cox's assignees, by the clause 
Of mutual credit. But in this case it is to be observed, 
that there was a debt due from Cox to Fcnn, and Cox 
entrusted Fcnn with his share in the pearls for sale, 
which, when sold, would constitute a cross debt from 
Fenn to Cox, for his share of the proceeds. The credit, 
therefore, given in this case was of such a nature, as 
could not fail to terminate in a debt. And the same 
observation applies to the cases of Smith v. Hodson* 

and Parker v. Carter,f which may possibly be relied 
on by the other side. 

The limitation of the clause of mutual credit, as de¬ 
fined by the judgment of the Court in Rose v. Hart, 
has been recognised, and acted upon in many subse¬ 
quent cases, as in Sampson v. Burton,% where it was 
decided that a guarantee against contingent damages 
did not come within it; in Easum v. Cato,§ where 
Mr. Justice Bayley says, that the 5th Oeo. II, c. 30, 
s. 28, “is now held to be confined to such credits as 
must, in their nature, terminate in debts*” and in 
Rose v. 5 j'w5 ,1| which is very strong in favour of the 
restriction. In this last case, the bankrupt having 
given the defendant his acceptance for £20, the de- 
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fendant, in consideration thereof, undertook that he 
would indorse to the bankrupt a bill drawn by the 
defendant on E. E., payable to the defendant’s order. 
The defendant gave the bill, but would not indorse it, 
the acceptance of the bankrupt having been disho¬ 
noured; and the assignees brought a special action of 
assumpsit against the defendant, for a breach of con¬ 
tract, in refusing to indorse the bill. It was contended, 
on behalf of the defendant, that if he had indorsed the 
bill, and been sued upon it, he might have set off the 
bankrupt’s dishonoured acceptance, and that he was 
entitled to the same advantage in an action for not in¬ 
dorsing; and that it was therefore a case of mutual 
credit, within the 6th Geo. IV, c. 16, s. 50. But the 
Court of King’s Bench held that the contract to in¬ 
dorse was not within the statute, and could not have 
been set off by the assignees against the £20 due from 
the bankrupt to the defendant. Mr. Justice Parke 
observing, “ this is not a case of mutual credit within 
the Bankrupt Act; it is merely a case where a cause 
of action arises for the non-performance of a contract. 
The provision, with respect to mutual credit, is con¬ 
fined to debts between the bankrupt and other parties, 
or to transactions necessarily ending in debts.” 

In the case now before the Court, the respondents 
having entered into an express agreement to return 
the surplus of the proceeds of the Company’s paper 
to Palmer and Co., cannot claim the right of set-off 
under the clause of mutual credit, contrary to the 
terms of such express agreement. This was decided 
in the case of Clark v. Fell* which was an action of 
trover against the bankrupt’s assignees for the recovery 
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of a stanhope, which the plaintiffs had sent to the 
bankrupt to be repaired. It appeared that the plain- 
tift's had agreed to pay for the repairs in ready money; 
that the repairs were not completed until after the 
bankruptcy; that the plaintiffs, when they sent the 
stanhope to be repaired, were the holders of the bank¬ 
rupt’s acceptance for £24, which became due before 
the bankruptcy, and that the charge for repairs was 
£20. The plaintiffs demanded the stanhope, pro¬ 
posing to strike off the £20 from the amount of the 
bankrupt's acceptance; but the assignees refused to 
deliver it without actual payment. The plaintiffs con* 
tended, that the two sums of £24 and £20 were 
mutual debts at the time of the bankruptcy, and 
ought to be set off against each other, according to 
the 6th Geo. IV, c . 16, s. 50. But the Court of King’s 
Bench held, that although the statute would have 
applied if there had been no contract to pay ready 
money,—as the bankrupt was indebted to the plaintiffs, 
and the question would then have been on which side 
the balance lay, yet that the agreement to pay ready 
money made all the difference, and that the bank¬ 
ruptcy of one party did not rescind an express con¬ 
tract establishing a lien for payment of a particular 
debt. 

Further it is submitted, that where property is de¬ 
posited upon trust for a specific and limited purpose, 
and where the trust is unexecuted at the time of th* 
bankruptcy of the party who has made the deposit, a 
transaction of such a nature cannot be considered a 
case of mutual credit within the 50th section of the 
Bankrupt Act. That this is a correct exposition of the 
law, appears plainly from the case of Key v. Flint* 
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in which il was decided by the Court of Common 
Pleas, and afterwards by Lord Eldon , when the same 
case came before him in the shape of a petition in 
bankruptcy. The case in the Common Pleas was an 
action of trover by the assignees of a bankrupt for a 
bill of exchange for £650, which had been deposited 
by the bankrupt with the defendant for the purpose of 
raising money, and making advances upon it. The de¬ 
fendant advanced £155 upon it, and promised to make 
further advances, which he never didj and the as¬ 
signees having tendered to the defendant the amount 
of the money he had advanced on the bill, it was held, 
that they were entitled to recover the amount of the 
bill, although a general balance remained due from the 
bankrupt to the defendant, and that this did not form 
a case of mutual credit within the 5th Geo. II, c. 30, 
s. 28. Mr. Justice Dallas, in giving his judgment, 
dwells on the fact that the bill was not left on the 
general account, but for the express purpose of having 
money advanced, and that the defendant held the bill 
only as a security for the sums advanced. When the 
case afterwards came before Lord Eldon * he entirely 
agreed with the decision of the Court of Common 
Pleas, saying, that it was contrary to natural equity 
that a creditor of a bankrupt, who had made advances 
on the security of a bill of exchange deposited with 
him for that purpose, and who had undertaken to re¬ 
ceive the amount when due, and return the surplus, 
should set off advances prior to the transaction against 
a demand by the assignees for the bill. Now to apply 
this last decision to the present case, it will be recol¬ 
lected that the two promissory notes, the amount of 
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which the bank claims to set olT against the surplus of 
the proceeds of the Company’s paper, were (as is ex¬ 
pressly stated in the special case) discounted by Palmer 
and Co. with the bank, on the dates thereof respectively, 
namely, on the 21st October 1S29, and the 4J1 A r o- 
vember 1829; and that the amount thereof respectively, 
after deducting the discount, was paid by the bank to 
Palmer and Co. Both these transactions, therefore 
were previous to the deposit of the Company’s paper 
by Palmer and Co., which did not take place till the 
12th November 1829; so that, according to Lord 
Eldon ' s decision in Ex parte Flint, it would be most 
inequitable that the respondents in the present case 
who had under taken in the event of their selling the 
Company’s paper, “ to render any surplus which might 
be forthcoming from such sale to Palmer and Co ” 
should be permitted to set off the prior advances made 
by them on the security of the two promissory notes. 
For it must be recollected, that in the present case, as 
in that of Ex parte Flint, the deposit was not on the 
general account, but as a security only for the 10, 900 
rupees advanced by the bank to Palmer and Co. 

The decision in Key v. Flint has been also recog¬ 
nised by the Court of King’s Bench in the subsequent 

case of Buchanan v. Findlay ,* which was an action by 
the assignees of DufT and Brown for money had and 
received. Duff and Brown had remitted two bills 
amounting together to £1740, to Findlay and Co.' 
wAh directmns to get them discounted . but Findlay 
and Co. being then under acceptances to Duff and Co. 
to the amount of £50,000, kept the bills in their own 
possession, and received the amount of them, when due, 
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from the acceptor. Previous to their becoming due, 
however, Duff and Co. became bankrupts, and their 
assignees then sued Findlay and C ■>. for the amount of 
the two bills ; and it was held, that Findlay and Co. 
could not set off in this action any dtbi due to them 
from Duff and Co. Lord Tcnterden , who delivered the 
judgment of the Court, said there was no substantial 
distinction between that case and Key v. Flint-, chat, 
in both cases, the bills were sent to the defendants for 
a specific purpose ; and as soon as the defendants 
declined to perform that purpose, the right to retain 
the bills ceased, and the party was legally bound to 
restore them on demand ; that if goods or bills are de¬ 
posited for a specific object, and the bailee will not 
perform that object, he must return them; and that 
the property of the bailor is not diverted or transferred 
until the object is performed. It was argued there, in 
favour of the, set-off, that the assignees, by bringing 
an action for money had and received, had treated 
their claim as a pecuniary demand ; that the bills were 
deposited for the purpose of being converted into 
money, and that therefore the transaction must have 
ended in a debt; but Lord Tenterden observed, that 
that circumstance made no difference in the case; and 
that although the bills were paid to the defendants 
after the commission, yet that a set-off after the pay¬ 
ment of the bills was to be governed by the same rules 
as a lien before payment. 

But there is another important way of considering 
this question, with reference to the decisions in bank 
ruptcy, in cases of equitable mortgage. The rule that 
governs all those cases is uniform, namely, that a de¬ 
posit of deeds or securities for a particular purpose 
will not give the depository a lien upon them for any 
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other purpose ; as where deeds are deposited to obtain ,8 3 6 - 

further credit, the depository has no lien on them for ''young" 

money previously advanced. This was decided in R 

Mountford v. Scott* as well as in Ex parte Flint , Bengal. 

already cited. So in Ex parte Whitbread,i where a 
lease was deposited as a collateral security for £1000, 
and there was a subsequent advance of £100, Lord 
Eldon held, that if the original bargain did not look to 
future advances, no subsequent advance could be a 
charge unless the subsequent transaction was equiva¬ 
lent to the original transaction. The same principle 
indeed pervades all the cases on this subject, which 
decide, that the lien originally created can onTy be en¬ 
larged by a subsequent express agreement; Ex parte 
Marsh,t Ex parte Alexander ,§ Ex parte Hanncn.\\ 

Now the deposit of the Company’s paper in this case, 
by Palmer and Co., with the bank of Bengal , was in 
the nature of an equitable mortgage, giving the bank 
a lien on the securities deposited to the amount of the 
sum borrowed, viz. 103,900 sicca rupees, and subject 
to the terms of the written memorandum accompa¬ 
nying the deposit. Those terms were, that in case 
they should sell the paper for their own reimbursement, 
they should render the surplus of the proceeds to 
Palmer and Co., not that the surplus of the proceeds 
should be a security against any prior or subsequent 
advances. It is quite clear that it could not have been 
e intention of the parties at the date of t he agree¬ 
ment of the 12th November 1829, that the deposit of 
the Company’s paper was to secure the payment of the 
two notes which the bank had previously discounted 
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for Palmer and Co.; for if that had been so, the bank 
would have taken care to have had a stipulation to 
that effect inserted in the agreement, which is wholly 
silent as to any prior advances. 

In whatever light, then, we view the transaction be¬ 
tween these parties, the bank could have no lien on the 
securities deposited by Palmer and Co., nor have they 
now any set-off against the surplus of the proceeds 
arising from the sale of them, in respect of the two 
promissory notes. The transaction was not within the 
clause of mutual credit in the Bankrupt Act: first, 
because it was a deposit for a specific purpose, which 
would not necessarily terminate in a debt ; secondly, 
because it was an unexecuted trust at the time of the 
insolvency of Palmer and Co., and the commissioners 
could not {therefore take the account and state the 
balance between the parties, pursuant to the directions 
of the 6th Geo. IV, c. 16 , s. 50; thirdly, because no 
credit within the meaning of that section^was given to 
the bank by Palmer and Co. before their insolvency j and 
fourthly, because a party cannot avail himself of a right 
of set-off under the clause of mutual credit, contrary to 
his own express agreement. Moreover, if the tran¬ 
saction is considered as an equitable mortgage, it must 
be governed by the same rules which regulate that 
species of security; and these are express, that an agree¬ 
ment accompanying the deposit of a pledge as a security 
for money borrowed, cannot be extended or enlarged 
unless by positive agreement, and therefore cannot be 
made to cover either prior or subsequent advances. 
The respondents have chosen their own security j they 
have already, by virtue of this security, recouped them¬ 
selves the whole amount of the loan of the 103,900 
rupees, which they made to Palmer and Co. on the 
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12th November 1829, as well as the whole amount of 
the five subsequent loans, and they ought not to be 
permitted, by a forced and extended construction of 
the clause of mutual credit, to draw within their grasp 
still more of the property of these insolvents; which 
it was clearly the intention of the legislature, both in 
the English Bankrupt Act and Indian Insolvent Act, 
should be distributed equally among all the creditors. 
The Court too will not fail to remember, if they have 
any doubt in the construction of this clause, that there 
is an express direction in the English statute, “that 
the Act shall be construed beneficially for creditors," 
generally, and not for the preference of an individual 
creditor, to the detriment of the general creditors of 
the bankrupt. 
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The Attorney-General and Mr. Manic , K.C., for 
the respondents. 


We contend that this is a case of mutual credit 
within the meaning both of the 36th section of the 
Indian Insolvent Act, 9 Geo. IV, c. 7, and of the 
English Bankrupt Act, 6 Geo. IV, c. 16, s. 50. In 
the first place, we must take for granted that both 
these statutes are to be interpreted in the same way, 
as to the right of set-off; for the 36th section of the 
Indian Act expressly says, that debts may be set off as 
well as proved, “in the same manner and subject to 
the like deductions, conditions, and provisions as pre¬ 
scribed in the English Bankrupt Act,” 

[The Court here intimated that they were satisfied 
on this point, namely, that the same interpretation as 
to the right of set-off ought to govern both the English 
and the Indian Act.] 

That point being disposed of, we are now to con- 
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sider what is meant by the 50th section of the English 
Bankrupt Act, which provides, “ that where there has 
been mutual credit given by the bankrupt and any 
other person, or where there are mutual debts between 
the bankrupt and any other person,” one debt or de¬ 
mand may be set against another. The term “mutual 
credit” comprehends a great deal: taken in its largest 
sense, it would mean any sort of confidence, which 
two men might happen reciprocally to repose in each 
other. But we admit that the construction of the term 
must be confined to pecuniary credit, that is, where 
there has been money, or money’s worth, entrusted by 
either party to the other; then the commissioners shall 
state the account, and one debt or demand may be set 
off against another, and the balance only on either 
side can be claimed or paid. We do not mean to con¬ 
tend, that where goods, as securities, have been de¬ 
posited by a bankrupt for a particular purpose, and 
the depository has been guilty of a fraud, or of a breach 
of trust, which amounts to a fraud, in the disposal of 
the property, that he can avail himself of the clause of 
mutual credit, in answer to the claim of the bankrupt’s 
assignees. But where a party has, in the course of 
his dealings with a bankrupt, and without any fraud 
or breach of trust on his part, got money belonging to 
the bankrupt honestly in his hands, we say, it was the 
intention of the statute, that the account between 
them should betaken by the commissioners, and ' the 
balance only due on such account be paid by one party 
to the other. We deny the construction contended 
for by the appellants, that there must be mutual debts 
of the bankrupt, and the party claiming the set-off, 
existing at the time of the bankruptcy, in order to 
bring a case within the clause of mutual credit. We 
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say it is sufficient if there has been mutual credit which 1&36. 
was likely to terminate in a debt from one party to the ^Yoy^ 
other, without any regard to the question, whether the r 

debt accrued before the time of the bankruptcy, or in Bengal' 
the time of the assignees; and that when the transac¬ 
tions of the mutual credit have resulted in cross de¬ 
mands, there ought to be a right of set-off. This is a 
principle that is founded on natural justice and equity: 
and it would be most unjust to hold that the bankrupt 
should be compelled to return, in solicio , the surplus of 
the proceeds arising from the sale of the Company’s 
paper, when there is another debt due to them from 
Palmer and Co. 

Now, what is the true state of the case, as to the 
dealings between these parties ? The bank of Bengal 
accommodate Palmer and Co. with a loan of 103,900 
sicca rupees ; to secure the repayment of which, Pal¬ 
mer and Co. deposit with the bank Company’s paper 
to the amount of 113,000 rupees, with an express 
authority to the bank, that if Palmer and Co. make 
default in the repayment of the loan at the end of 
three months, then the bank might absolutely sell or 
dispose of the Company's paper for its own reimburse¬ 
ment, rendering to Palmer and Co. any eventual sur¬ 
plus. We utterly deny that there was any undertaking 
here, either expressed or implied, like that in some of 
the cases referred to, that the bank would not apply 
that surplus in the payment of any other debt that 
might be due from Palmer and Co. to the bank. In 
none of the cases that have been cited by the other 
side, was there any power given to the depository to 
sell or dispose of the thing deposited ; but here there 
is an express power of sale given to the bank, in case 
default should be made by Palmer and Co. in the re- 
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payment of the loan ; and the bank did not, in fact, 
dispose of the Company’s paper until after such default 
were made by Palmer and Co. There is, then, a clear 
case of a sale, and of the possession of the proceeds of 
the sale, without any breach of trust. Palmer and Co. 
had confidence in the integrity of the bank of Bengal , 
and the bank trusted Palmer and Co. with the amount 
of the loan. It makes no difference in the case, that 
the assignees might have redeemed the Company's 
paper by paying off the amount of the loan before the 
expiration of the three months. If Palmer and Co. had 
continued solvent, and had brought an action against 
the bank for the amount of the surplus arising from 
the sale of the Company’s paper, could not the bank 
set off the amount of any other debt that might be 
due to them from Palmer and Co. ? How can their 
assignees, then, be in a better situation ? Assignees, it 
is true, take all the interest of the bankrupt, but they 
take nothing more ; they are subject to any charge on 
it to which the bankrupt himself was liable. If the 
assignees, then, in this case did not think proper to 
redeem the securities, before the bank so]d them, pur¬ 
suant to the authority given by Palmer and Co., the 
right of set-off would attach, in the saVne way as if 
there had been no bankruptcy or insolvency. In every 
case of lien, the depository possesses the same right 
against the assignees as against the bankrupt himself. 

[Mr. Baron Parke : You contend, then, that the 
right of set-off in this case depended on the conduct of 
the assignees, whether they paid off the loan before 
the three months, or not ?] 

Our position is, that where a man, entrusted with 
property by another, gets money fairly and honestly in 
his hands, in the performance of his trust, he has a 
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right to set off against this sum, a debt owing to him 
from the party who trusted him with the possession of 
such property. The assignees here are not to place 
themselves in two situations; they are not to blow hot 
and cold ; they must either redeem before forfeiture 
or be subject to the right of set-off of the bank. Sup- 
pose a man entrusts his creditors with a bag of money, 
could he recover back the amount, without permitting 
the creditor to set off his own debt ? The clause of 
mutual credit in the Bankrupt Act is merely a statu¬ 
tory exposition of what was the common law when the 
statute was enacted, and was not meant to abridge, or 
curtail the right of set-off that previously existed inde¬ 
pendent of that statute. 

The case of Olive v. Smith* is on all fours with 
the present. There the bankrupts had trusted the 
defendants with the possession of goods and of policies 
of insurance, and the defendants had trusted the bank¬ 
rupts with the money advanced, and the premiums 
paid for them on the policies. So here Palmer and 
Co. entrusted the bank with the possession of the 
Company’s paper, and the bank trusted Palmer and 
Co. with the loan of the 103,900 sicca rupees. And 
Lord Chief Justice Gibbs lays down the law expressly 
in that case, that wherever each party has trusted 
the other with the possession of value, the assignees 
of either party, in case of his bankruptcy, cannot 
withdraw that value from the others, but on the terms 
of paying what is due between them. 

The cases relating to equitable mortgages, which 
have been cited by the other side, do not apply to the 
present. In no case of equitable mortgage is there a 
power of sale given to the depository of the thing de- 

* 5 Taunt. 56. 
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posited; there is nothing there but a mere naked 
pledge, to be retained in the hands of the depository. 
In this case there was not only a power of sale given 
of the thing deposited, but the power has been law¬ 
fully exercised by the party to whom it was given. 
The present case, therefore, is not to be assimilated to 
one of an equitable mortgage, but is to be considered 
as one of a legal mortgage, where the mortgage-deed 
gives a power of sale to the mortgagee. 

(Mr. Baron Parke : Supposing the assignees had in 
this case tendered the amount of the principal and 
interest due from Palmer and Co. to the bank, before 
an actual sale of the Company’s paper, what do you 
say would then have been the right of the bank ?] 

In that case, if the money was not tendered until 
after the expiration of the three months, we should 
still contend that the account must be taken of what 
was due from one party or the other, and only the 
actual balance paid. 

[Mr. Baron Parke: So that there again, you would 
make the set-off depend entirely on the act of the 
assignees. But is this to deprive the rest of a bank¬ 
rupt’s creditors of their rights at the time of his 
bankruptcy ?] 

The rest of a bankrupt’s creditors are in many cases 
bound by the acts ot the assignees. Supposing the 
assignees had been the indorsees of a bill of exchange 
drawn by the bank of Bengal, which was dishonoured 
when due, and the assignees had not given notice of 
the dishonour to the bank, the bank would in that 
case have been discharged from the payment of the 
bill by the neglect of the assignees, and the rest of the 
•creditors would be bound by their default. 

[Mr. Baron Parke : Supposing that Palmer and 
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Go. had, before their insolvency, assigned their interest t *836, 
in the Company’s paper to another person, do you You.no 

contend that the bank would then have a right of set- n 

off against such third person ?] Bengal. 

VVe submit that they would ; as the assignee in such 
case would equally represent Palmer and Co., and be 
as subject to all their liabilities as the assignees of a 
bankrupt are subject to his liabilities. 

[Mr. Baron PARKE : 1 think not. Although as¬ 
signees of a bankrupt represent the bankrupt for some 
purposes, they are not bound by his liabilities. The 
only burthen which the law imposes on them is, to 
collect the bankrupt’s property, and distribute it 
amongst the creditors.] 

However that may be, we say, that there is no case 
to be found in which it has been held, that a party, 
with whom goods or securities have been pledged by 
a bankrupt, with a power of sale, has not a right of 
set-off against the assignees, after the sale has been 
effected,, in respect of the 'proceeds of the sale. It 
is not necessary that the transaction between two 
parties must end in a debt, in order to give a right of 
set-off; it is sufficient if it may terminate in one, or 
form a pecuniary item in the account between them. 

This was determined in the case of Gibson v. Bell* 
which has been already cited. That was an action for 
unliquidated damages against the defendant, for not 
accepting a bill of exchange, according to a special 
agreement entered into between the defendant and ; the 
bankrupt; and it was held that the defendant might 
set off a debt due to him from the bankrupt for money 
lent. In giving his judgment ia that case, the Chief 

53 i Bing. N. C, 743. 
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Justice observed, that “ the principle which the bank¬ 
rupt laws seem to haveihad in view, from the earliest 
time to the last provisions made therein, is this,—that 
where two persons have dealt with each other on mu¬ 
tual credit, and one of them becomes bankrupt, the 
account shall be settled between them, and the balance 
only payable on either side.” And in a subsequent 
part of his judgment he adds, “ that from the earliest 
practice to the latest provision by statute, the object 
seems to bave been, that the account should be stated 
as between merchant and merchant, and that whatever 
would be, in ordinary practice, a pecuniary item in 
such account, should be the subject of set-off.” In 
alluding to the case of Rose v. Hart * which was there 
cited, as in this case, against the right of set-off, the 
Chief Justice says, “It is observable, that in giving 
judgment in that case, Lord Chief Justice Gibbs states 
the law of the set-off to depend upon the enactment in 
the 5th Geo. II, c. 30, s. 28, and lays great stress 
upon the circumstance, that it is enacted merely in 
the final words of the clause, ‘that one debt shall be 
set against another.’ But, in point of fact, the law of 
set-off at that time was governed, not by the 5th 
Geo. II only, but also by the 46th Geo. Ill, c. 135, 
s. 3, by which latter statute it was enacted, * that one 
debt or demand ’ may be set off against another ; and 
it is difficult to see for what purpose such latter words 
can have been introduced, and have been since con¬ 
tinued in the 50th section of the last Bankrupt Act, 
except for the purpose of giving a greater latitude than 
the strict meaning of the word ‘debt’ would of itself 
import.” The result of the case of Gibson v. Bell 


* 8 Taunt. 499- 
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shows clearly, therefore, that the subject of set-off ex- , i 8 3<>. _ 
tends to every thing that may end in a pecuniary trans- Young 
action ; that is, to whatever may form a pecuniary item Bank of 

in the account: and it confirms the decision in Olive Bengal. 

v. Smith * namely, that if a person entrusted with 
value trusts his creditor with that which may become 
productive of value, and afterwards becomes bankrupt, 
the creditor may retain his debt out of the proceeds of 
the thing entrusted to him, and only pay the balance; 

it being a case of mutual credit, within the provisions 
of the Bankrupt Act. 

With respect to the case of Buchanan v. Find lay,t 
which has been relied on by the other side, Lord Ten¬ 
ter den dwells on the distinction in that case, that the 
defendant was a wrong-doer by not fulfilling the 
directions of the bankrupt, and procuring the bills to 
be discounted; and it was on that ground that he de¬ 
cided against the set-off. But where the party is not 
a wrong-doer, the right of set off is let in, notwith¬ 
standing an actual contract to pay over the money, as 
in M * Gillivray v. Simpson 4 That was an action ’ by 
the assignees of a bankrupt against a broker to recover 
the amount of the proceeds arising from the sale of a 
quantity of timber, which the bankrupt had employed 
the defendant, as a broker, to sell upon commission. It 
appeared that the defendant, in consideration of being 
so employed by the bankrupt, had agreed to account 
for and pay over to him the proceeds of the sale, 

without deducting therefrom a debt then due to him 
from the bankrupt. The defendant sold the timber, 
and rendered an account ; in which, however, he de- 

° S Taunt. 56. + 9 Barn. & Cresg 

+ 9 Dow!. & Rv. 35:9 Barn. & Cress. 746, note (c). 
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ducted the debt due to himself from the amount of ther 
proceeds, and claimed a right to set off that debt in 
the action brought by the assignees. And it was held 
by the Court of King’s Bench, that the agreement of 
the defendant was not binding on him, so as to deprive 
him of his legal right of lien or set-off. 

[Lord Brougham : Do you cite this case, Mr. At¬ 
torney, to show that the defendant was not a wrong¬ 
doer, and therefore entitled to insist upon his set-off ? 
That would be rather an illogical conclusion from the 
premises, as you have stated them from the case.] 

[Mr. Baron Parke: It is certainly an extraordinary 
decision j I must say it is altogether a very odd 
case.] 

There is another case, however, which is not open 
to these objections, and that is Easum v. Cato* which 
we rely on as a very strong authority in favour of the 
right of set-off in the present case. The facts there 
were as follow: The bankrupts being indebted to the 
defendant in a large amonut, and being desirous to 
make a shipment of goods to Rio de Janeiro on their 
own account and risk, but not in their own names, 
represented to the merchants, through whom the ship¬ 
ment was to be made, that the goods were the pro¬ 
perty of the defendant, and shipped on his account ; 
and the defendant accordingly, by the desire of the 
bankrupts, wrote to the merchants, stating the fact to 
be so, and directing them to insure, and to advance 
money to the bankrupts on the goods, which was done.. 
After the issuing of the commission, the returns for 
the shipment came home to the merchants, who paid 
part of the proceeds to the defendant; and the action; 
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was brought by the assignees to recover what had been 
thus paid over to the defendant. Upon these facts the 
Court of King’s Bench held, that this was a credit 
given to the defendants by the bankrupts, by the deli¬ 
very of goods, in its nature likely to terminate in a 
debt 3 that the defendant was entitled to recover the 
proceeds of the shipment from the merchants, and to 
set off against the proceeds the amount of the debt due 
to him from the bankrupts, it being a case of mutual 
credit within the 5th Geo. II, c. 30, s. 28. This case 
plainly shows that the Courts are anxious, as far as 
they can, to extend the right of set-off given by the 

Bankrupt Acts - y for there the goods were not even in 
the actual possession of the party claiming the set-off, 

but had only been constructively delivered to the de¬ 
fendant by the bankrupts. And although Lord Chief 
justice Gibbs said in Rose v. Hart * he thought that 
the transaction must terminate in a debt to give the 
right of set-off, yet we may oppose to this what Mr. 
Justice Bayley says in Easum v. Cato, namely, that a 
case is within the class of mutual credit, when it is 
likely to terminate ultimately in a pecuniary balance 
on the one side or the other.” 
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Sir William Follett in reply ; 

It seems a strange argument that has been advanced 
on behalf of the respondents, to say that the right of 
the bank to set-off, claimed in this case, depended 
upon something to be done by the assignees, after the 
bankruptcy or insolvency of Palmer and Co. They 
admit, on the other side, that if the assignees had 
paid off the loan, and redeemed the Company’s paper, 
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before the three months had expired, the bank would 
then have had no right of set-off ; but then they con¬ 
tend, that, as the assignees have not thought proper to 
do so, the right of set-off has accrued from their de¬ 
fault. I say that this is a loan of money on a deposit 
of securities for a specific purpose, and that it must 
be governed by the terms of the contract, and by no¬ 
thing else. Again, they argue on the other side, that 
it is unjust that the bank of Bengal should be com¬ 
pelled to return, in solulo, the surplus of the proceeds 
of the Company’s paper, when there is another debt 
due to the bank from Palmer and Co. But where 
is the injustice? The injustice would be to the general 
creditors of Palmer and Co., if the bank, after indem¬ 
nifying itself in full for the amount of the several 
loans due from the insolvents, where to sweep away the 
remainder of the effects in satisfaction of other debts, 
while the rest of the creditors went wholly unpaid ; 
the bank, in breach of their contract to restore the 
surplus of the proceeds to Palmer and Co., now 
claiming to apply that surplus in the payment of the 
two notes which they previously discounted for the 
insolvents, without looking to any other security for 
the repayment of the money in this discount trans¬ 
action, than the notes themselves. The respondents 
contend, that this is a case of mutual credit between 
the bank and Palmer and Co.; but when is the credit 
to attach, and what was the credit given by Palmer 
and Co. to the bank? The Attorney-General says, 
that Palmer and Co. placed confidence in the bank, 
that they would not sell the Company’s paper, depo¬ 
sited with them, before default was made by Palmer 
and Co. in the payment of the 103,goo sicca rupees; 
that is, that the bank would not commit a fraud, and 



ON APPEALS FROM THE EAST INDIES. 


1 3 7 


make free with property deposited with it for a special 
purpose, And in order to illustrate a case of lien, or 
mutual credit, the Attorney-General has put the in¬ 
stance of a party being entrusted with a bag of money 
to keep for another man, contending, that he would 
have a right to help himself to the contents for the 
satisfaction of his own debt. But, with all due respect 
to the Attorney-General’s law on this subject, I cannot 
help thinking, that the depository would be placed in 
rather an awkward situation before a court of criminal 
jurisdiction, if he'forced open the box or the bag, which¬ 
ever it might be, and subtracted the contents, in vio¬ 
lation of his trust. The Attorney-General has ad¬ 
mitted, that he does not rely on the case of Ex parte 
Deeze, I was glad to hear that; for the case on which 
they chiefly do rely, on the other side,—1 mean the 
case of Olive v. Smith ,—is founded entirely on Ex 
parte Deeze , which is equally dwelt upon in the argu¬ 
ment of the counsel, and the judgment of Lord Chief 
Justice Gibbs. It is clear from some of the autho¬ 
rities which have been cited, that there may be cases 
of mutual credit which are not cases of mutual debt; 
but that, according to the better opinion of Lord Chief 
Justice Gibbs, which has been recognized in many sub¬ 
sequent cases, the credit meant by the statute is such 
a credit as must necessarily terminate in a debt. It is 
equally clear, from the dicision of the Court of Com¬ 
mon Pleas in the recent case of Hewison v. Guthrie* 
that there must be a mutual credit existing at the time 
of the bankruptcy, and that the balance claimed must 
be a balance due also at the time of the bankruptcy. 

In what position, then, do the parties in this case stand 

* 2 Bing-. N. C. 755. 
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at the time of the insolvency of Palmer and Co.? The 
insolvency took place on the 4th January 1830 ; no 
default had been then made, until three months after 
the date of the agreement of the 12th November 1829; 
the bank, therefore, would have no right to sell the 
Company’s paper before the 12th February ; and the 
assignees of Palmer and Co. would at any time, before 
the last-mentioned day, have the right to redeem the 
Company’s paper. There was, therefore, not only no 
debt owing from the bank to Palmer and Co. at the 
time of their insolvency, but no credit that would ne¬ 
cessarily terminate in a debt. It has been said, that if 
Palmer and Co. had continued solvent, and paid off 
the loan, would not the bank then have had a right to 
set off the amount of the two notes ? Possibly they 
might have been so entitled. But, in the present case, 
the rights of the general creditors intervene, and 
these are not to be defeated by any ex post facto ac¬ 
count that may arise between the assignees and the 
bank. In Adams v. Claxton ,* it was decided, that 
where a party had an assignment from an insolvent of 
a policy of insurance to secure the sum of £1000, and 
had not received the money on the policy before the 
insolvency, he had no right to retain, beyond the 
£1000, so much of the money as would pay him a 
subsequent debt upon a note of hand. The Master of 
the Rolls there said, that the party was merely a mort¬ 
gagee for the £1000; and that it was clearly settled, 
that, in the case of a mortgage, the right to attach a 
subsequent debt cannot be made available against an 
assignee of the equity of redemption. So in the pre¬ 
sent case, the bank of Bengal were merely mortgagees 
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fov the 103,900 sicca rupees ; and as this sum was not 
only not received, but not receivable, at the period of 
Palmer and Co.’s insolvency, the bank had no right 
to tack the amount of the two notes to the security 
they held, as against the assignees and general cre¬ 
ditors of Palmer and Co. 

They have contended on the other side, that the cases 
relating to equitable mortgages do not apply to this, 
because, in those cases, there is no power of sale given 
to the mortgagee. But suppose a legal mortgage, 
with a power of sale, and the mortgage is not forfeited, 
nor the sale effected until after the bankruptcy of the 
mortgagor; can it be contended that the mortgagee in 
such case, besides paying himself off the principal and 
interest due on the mortgage, would have a right, as 
against the general creditors of the mortgagor, to re¬ 
tain the surplus in satisfaction of another debt, which 
the mortgage was never intended to secure? It is 
clear, that in such case the mortgagee must return the 
surplus to the assignees of the mortgagor, for the 
benefit of the general creditors, and come in with them 
as a creditor under the commission, in respect to his 
other debt. It is impossible to contend that the sur¬ 
plus of the produce of the sale in that case would be 
subject to set-off. In the present case there is, no 
doubt, a power of sale after default ; but it is not dis¬ 
tinguishable from the instance put of a mortgage of 
real property. The decision in Ex parte Flint it is 
submitted, applies strongly to this case; there, cer¬ 
tainly, the money was not received on the bill of ex¬ 
change, which the petitioner contended was subject to 
his right of set-off; but the grounds of Lord Eldon's 

* 1 Swanst. 30. 
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judgment were, that the petitioner had no right to con¬ 
sider the bill as an item of mutual credit, to be brought 
into the account between him and the bankrupts, 
having received it under a contract of such a nature 
that it would be contrary to natural equity to make 
the use which he sought to make of it, by availing 
himself of the statute. The case of M ‘Gillivray v. 
Simpson,* which has been cited by the other side, it 
seems to be admitted, is no very great authority ; nor 
is there any case to be found which decides that the 
account directed to be taken under the 50th section 
of the Bankrupt Act, of the mutual debts and credits 
subsisting between the bankrupt and any person, is to 
be taken at any period subsequent to the bankruptcy 
or the date of the commission. 


Lord Brougham : 


16 December. 


This was an appeal from the judgment of the 
Supreme Court of Calcutta , in an action brought 
by the assignees of Palmer and Co. against the bank 
of Bengal , in which a verdict had been taken by con¬ 
sent, subject to the opinion of tbe Court on a special 
case. 

The case stated, that Palmer and Co. had been in 
the habit of obtaining loans from the bank, on the de¬ 
posit of Company’s negociable paper, as well as on 
the discount of their own and other securities: that in 
the month of Nevcmber 1S29, Palmer and Co. ob¬ 
tained in this way six several loans from the bank, 
amounting in the whole to 417,000 sicca rupees, de¬ 
positing Company’s paper to the amount of 460,000 
• 

sicca rupees j and giving their own promissory notes, 
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at three months date, for the sums-thus advanced by , 
the bank. By these six several promissory notes Young 
Palmer and Co. engaged to pay the several sums ad- Bank oi 

vanced with interest, and each note contained a further Bengal 

statement, that so much Company's paper had been 
deposited as a collateral security, with an authority to 
the bank to sell the paper deposited for the reim¬ 
bursement of the bank, at the expiration of the 
three months credit, rendering to Palmer and Co. any 
surplus arising from such sale, and with an under¬ 
taking of Palmer and Co. to make good any defi¬ 
ciency, and to pay 12 per cent, interest from the ex¬ 
piration of the credit, until the debt should be dis¬ 
charged, or the paper be sold. The several credits 
expired in February 1830 j the first on the 15th of that 
month, the last on the 28th ; and on the 4th January, 
while the whole of the loans remained unpaid, and 
the whole of the deposits were in the hands of the 
bank unsold, Palmer and Co. were adjudged insolvent 
under the gth Geo. IV, c. 73, and the plaintiffs were 
appointed assignees of their estate and effects. At the 
same period, the 4th January , the bank held two pro¬ 
missory notes of Palmer and Co., at three months date, 
for 40,000 and 60,000 sicca rupees, payable, the for 
mer the 24th January, and the latter the 7th February 
1830. These notes the bank held as indorsees for 
value, Palmer and Co. having discounted them with 
the bank, in the ordinary course of business, and be¬ 
fore the first of the six loans, viz. on the 21st Octorber 
and the 4th November 1829. 

None of the loans being paid by the insolvents or 
their assignees, the bank proceeded to sell the paper 
deposited, according to the terms of the agreements, 
and there remained a surplus upon the six sales of 
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3°,i/6r. roa. 8p. after paying off the several loans with 
the interest stipulated. For this sum, with interest 
at 6 per cent, after the dates of the several sales, the 
action was brought. The bank sought to set off the sum 
due upon the two promissory notes, which they held as 
indorsees for value, and which remained unpaid, against 
this surplus of the deposits made upon the subsequent 
leans ; and the Court, on the case reserved, being of 
opinion that this set-off was competent to the bank, 
gave judgment for the defendants, which was entered 
up on the 29th August 1833, and is now brought before 
this Court by appeal. 

1 he Act under which the proceedings were had upon 
Palmer and Co/s insolvency, (9th Geo. IV, c. 73,) con¬ 
tains a provision (s. 36) similar to the 56th section of 
the English Act, (6th Geo IV, c. 16,) touching mutual 
debts and credits ; and although there are some words 
of the latter omitted, particularly those respecting 
"mutual debts between the parties,” and those re¬ 
quiring the commissioners “to state the account be¬ 
tween them," yet as there is a very general declara¬ 
tion that “ all such debts due. and claims as maybe 
proved under a commission of bankruptcy according to 
the Act of the 6th Geo. IV, may also be proved in a pro¬ 
ceeding under this Act, in the same manner, and sub¬ 
ject to the like deductions, conditions, and provisions 
as in the 6th Geo. IV are set forth and prescribed.” 
It is manifest that the proceedings are entirely assimi¬ 
lated, that the difference in the preceding portion of 
the section is immaterial, and that the present question 
is io be dealt with and disposed of exactly as if it had 
arisen in a proceeding in bankruptcy under the English 
Act. 

It is equally clear that in this case the question 
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turns upon the right of set-off given by the statute 1836. 

which extended the set-off recognized by the common Young 

law. (Anon. 1 Mod. 215. Pe/crs v. Soa;tn\ 2 Vernon „ r '- 
0 \ _> . * 1 Bank or 

420.) But for that extension it never could be con- Beng.w. 

tended that the bank had a lien upon the securities 
deposited beyond the amount of the money advanced 
upon the credit of those securities; since even in the 
most favourable view which could be taken,—that of 
the bank being Palmer and Co.’s bankers,—the lien 
for the general balance of- the customers’ account 
would in this case be restricted by the circumstances 
in which the deposit was made. This is clearly ad¬ 
mitted in Davis v. Boivsher, (5 T. R. 4 S 8 ,) where the 
general lien of bankers was perhaps first distinctly 
ascertained. Nor can it be said that the debt due by 
Palmer and Co. on the promissory notes discounted, 
had any connexion with their deposit of the securities; 
for that debt was contracted before those securities 
were deposited, and the bank could not have had them 
in contemplation when it discounted the notes. 

The claim of the bank is accordingly rested upon the 
50th section of the Bankrupt Act, which is taken from 
the 28th section of the 5th Geo. II, c. 30, with such 
additions as were supposed necessary for enabling con¬ 
tingent debts to be set off, since these were by the new 
Act made proveable. Every debt or demand made 
proveable by the Act against the estate of the bankrupt 
may, by this 50th section, be set off “against such 
estate, that is, against any debt or demand of the 
bankrupt s estate. But the former provision is re¬ 
tained, with the addition of the word “demand taken 
from the 46th Geo. Ill, namely, that where mutual 
credit has been given by the bankrupt and any other 
person, or where there arc mutual debts between the 
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bankrupt and any other person, the commissioners 
shall state the account between them, and one debt or 
demand may be set against another, and the balance 
only “be claimed or paid on either side. 

The question, then, is, whether or not there were 
mutual credits or mutual debts between the parties to 
the transaction now under consideration ? That there 
was both a debt from Palmer and Co. to the bank, and 
a credit from the bank to them is undeniable. The 
Company were both previously indebted on their notes 
discounted, and by the money advanced on the de¬ 
posits. But that is not enough, unless either the bank 
was indebted to them, or they had given the bank 
credit. The only question, then, is, had Palmer and 
Co., or had they not, given the bank credit before the 
bankruptcy within the meaning of the Act? In other 
words, was the deposit of the negociable paper, with 
the power to sell and pay over the surplus in case the 
advance made on it should not be repaid, a credit given 
to the bank by Palmer and Co. ? If it was a credit 
we may further observe that it was so only to the ex¬ 
tent of the surplus, for as far as regarded the monies 
advanced, to secure which the deposit was made, that 
deposit was only in presenti a bailment, and even in 
futuro a payment, of Palmer and Co.’s debt to the 
bank. The question is, whether or not the deposit, 
quoad the overplus , amounted to a credit given; 
whether or not Palmer and Co., giving the bank a 
power to possess itself of the surplus, after repaying its 
own debt, when that debt should become due, can be 
said to be a giving credit to the bank? 

Now although, generally speaking, debt and credit 
are correlative terms, and A. giving credit to B. may 
seem to imply that B. is indebted to A., yet it may be 
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admitted that the introduction of the words “mutual 
credit ” extends the right of set-off to cases where 
the party receiving the credit is not debtor in presenti 
to him who gives the credit. Accordingly the rela¬ 
tion, contemplated by the statute, has been held to be 
established where the debt is immediately due from the 
one party, and only due at a future day from the other. 
It was so held in Ex parte Prescott , (i Atk. 230,) where 
the mutual credit was constituted by simple contract 
debts presently due on the one side, and a specialty debt 
not due on the other: Smith v. Hodson, (4 T. R. 211,) 
Hankey v. Smith, (3 T. R. 507,) and many other cases, 
affirm the same doctrine. But in none of those cases 
was there any uncertainty, as to the party said to 
receive the credit becoming sooner or later debtor in 
presenti to the other: in none of them did the exist¬ 
ence of the relation of debtor and creditor, depend upon 
the pleasure of one party; in all of them the party said 
to have given the credit had placed the other party in 
a situation which he himself could not alter, had given 
him funds of which he could not dispossess him, or, 

which is the same thing, a power over funds which he 
could not revoke. 

The case is materially different where one of the 
parties has actually become indebted to the other, and 
can only cease to be so by paying the debt, but the 
other has only acquired a power which may end in 
making him debtor or not, according as the donor of 
the power pleases. A. is indebted to B., and B. is 
neither actually indebted to A. nor under any liability 
which must needs end in his being A.'s debtor, but has 
only been entrusted with a power over A.’s fuuds, to be 
executed at a future time if A. pleases j but, if A. thinks 
proper, never to be executed at all. Admitting that 
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in the event of A. never revoking the power, a debt 
will arise, the existence of that debt is defeasable ; the 
only certainty is that A., in order to revoke the power, 
must do an act wholly unconnected with giving B. any 
credit, namely, discharge a debt due to B. Now it is 
not denied that Palmer and Co. could at any time have 
prevented the bank from ever receiving the surplus— 
in respect of the possibility of which surplus arising, 
the credit is supposed to have been given. By repay¬ 
ing the monies advanced, they could regain possession 
of the deposit, and the power of sale was determined 
without any consent cf the pawnee. 

Again: not only did the existence of any debt at 
any time depend upon the depositor, but he had no 
such debt as could have been proved under a commis¬ 
sion against the pawnee. The words, and every “debt 
or demand herby made proveablc ," added to the recent 
Act, for the purpose of including contingent debts, 
show that debts, in order to be set off, are supposed 
proveable, which indeed appears to follow from the 
nature of the case. Suppose the bank of Bengal had 
been made bankrupt before selling the paper; it is 
clear that Palmer and Co. could not have proved 
against their estate for the contingent surplus. The 
paper was deposited to answer a specific purpose; and 
if any use had been made of it, inconsistent with the 
terms of the deposit, the pawnee would have committed 
an offence ; a breach of trust, certainly a transportable 
misdemeanor, if the Banker’s Act (52nd Geo. Ill, 
c. 63,*) extends to Bengal. But unless the power of 
sale was executed by the pawnee, (in which case he 


0 Repealed by 7 & 8 Geo. IV, c. 27 ; but its provisions are 
enacted by 7 & 8 Geo. IV, c. 20. s. 49. 
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became the debtor at once,) he never could be said to 
have “ contracted a debt,” either present or contingent. Young 
to the pawnor, and consequently the pawnor could B\nk 
make no proof. Bengal. 


Next it must be observed, that though the question is 
on the statute, and though the statutory right of set¬ 
off extends the right known to the common law, yet 
the common-law principle of mutuality, which is of the 
essence of set-off, must prevail ; and if the deposit, or 
rather its surplus, could not be set off against the 
demand of the pawnee, so neither shall the pawnor’s 
debt be set off against the surplus. Lord Hardwicke 
appears to have mainly proceeded on this view in 
Ex parte Ockcnden. (i Atk. 235.) Could the miller, 
he asks, have refused to deliver up the corn in an ac¬ 
tion at the corn-factor’s instance, by claiming to set 
off a debt due, unconnected with the deposit ? And, 
vice versa, could the corn-factor have set off the value 
of the corn, in an action by the miller, for money lent 
at a former time ? Holding that both questions must 
be answered in the negative, he considers this as de¬ 
cisive against the miller’s right to set off the debt 
antecedently due from the pawnor. And Lord Mans¬ 
field, in giving the judgment of the Court of King’s 
Bench some years after, in Green v. Farmer , (in 4 Bur¬ 
row, 2224,) after reading his own note of Ex parte 
Ockenden, observes, that Lord Hardwicke thought he 
could not construe a dealing to be within the mutual- 
credit clause of the Bankrupt Act, unless it could be 
so construed in an action of trover; and adds, “That 
is certainly so.’’ But if the same test be applied to 
the present case there is an end of the question. For, 
first, no one contends, that had Falmer and Co. repaid 
the money advanced on the deposit, the bank could 
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have retained the paper for their antecedent debt, 
which is one of the points made by Lord Hardwicke ; 
and next, had the bank brought their action upon the 
notes, which they held as indorsees, it is manifest that 
Palmer and Co. never could have set off the surplus 
which might arise from the sale of the paper de¬ 
posited, which is the second of Lord Hardivicke's 
points. 

No doubt the case would have been altogether dif¬ 
ferent had the bank actually sold the paper, and re¬ 
ceived the surplus prior to the bankruptcy; for then 
they would have been debtors in that amount to 
Palmer and Co., and the case would have been one of 
mutual debts. Supposing the notes discounted then 
due; or supposing them not yet due, it would have 
been a case of credit given to Palmer and Co. by them, 
and of debt due from them to Palmer and Co., and so 
clearly within the statute. This is the case of Atkin- 
son v. Elliott , (in 7 T. R. 378,) but is wholly different 
from the case aL bar. 

There is nothing inconsistent with what has now 
been advanced in the decision in the language used by 
the Court of Common Pleas in the case of Rose v. Hart , 
(8 Taunt. 499,) where the former case of Olive v. Smith , 
(5 Taunt. 56,) was reconsidered, and a .material quali¬ 
fication added to the generality of the doctrine which 
had there been laid down. In Olive v. Smith a broker 
had been allowed to set off a debt antecedently due 
from his employer, against the losses recovered from 
the underwriters on policies deposited in his hands. 
In Rose v. Hart , the Court held that such a set-off is 
only competent to the pawnee in cases where the thing 
alleged to be a giving of credit either constitutes a 
present cross debt, or mu^t end in one. This limita- 
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tion of the case of Olive v. South has, in subsequent 
cases, been approved and followed : Sampson v. Burton ; 
(2 Brod. and Bing. 89;) Rose v. Sims ; (1 Barn, and 
Adol. 521 ;) and although the Court, in Easum v. Cato , 
(5 Barn, and Adol. 861,) appeared to hold that it was 
enough if the transaction would most likely terminate 
in a debt, yet it is to be remarked, that the argument 
went entirely upon other grounds, and the decision 
cannot justly be said to have relaxed the restriction 
by which the Court of Common Pleas had, in Rose v. 
Hart , qualified its former opinion. 

If it be admitted that there can arise no right of 
set-off in respect of mutual credit unless the dealing 
be, at the time of the bankruptcy, such as must ne¬ 
cessarily and at all events terminate in creating the re¬ 
lation of debtor and creditor between the parties, then 
is the present case out of that rule, and the bank’s 
claim of set-off defeated. Nor will the reversal of the 
judgment below be found repugnant to any of the cases 
except Ex parte Deeze , (1 Atk. 228,) and Olive v. Smith, 
of which the latter appears to have proceeded almost, 
if not altogether, upon the authority of the former, 
not to mention that it falls in some manner within the 
scope of Lord Mansfield’s observation in French v. 
Fenn, to be afterwards cited. 

It is impossible to regard Ex parte Deeze as resting 
on the ground upon which the report in Atkyns places 
it. And although Lord Mansfield , in Green v. Farmer, 
seems to vouch for the accuracy of that report, as 
.well as of the report in the same book of Ex parte 
Ockenden , he nevertheless refers to Lord Hardwicke’s 
statement in the latter case, that in the former there 
had been some evidence of a usage; and gives it as 
the result of his own inquiry respecting Ex parte 
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Deeze , that the packer (the pawnee) was, by the 
usage, in the nature of a factor: a reference which 
we have made to Lord llardwicke's original note books 
has confirmed this statement, that the point of usage 
was made, and evidence adduced respecting it. From 
hence, and from Lord Hardioicke’s subsequent decision 
in Ex parte Ockcndcn , as well as from what has been 
said, both in the Common Pleas in King v. Flint, 
(8 Taunton, 21,) and by Lord Eldon in Ex parte Flint, 
(1 Swan. 30,) it may be considered that Ex parte Deeze 
is no longer law, as reported in Atkyns ; and that but 
for a special custom giving the pawnee a general lien, 
the mere deposit, whether of goods or of securities, 
for a particular purpose, as it certainly will not con¬ 
stitute the pawnee a debtor, so it will not amount to a 
giving of credit at all, unless coupled with an autho- 
rity given to the pawnee of selling them ; such power 
being given absolutely and not countermandable. But 
it is equally certain that Olive v. Smith was decided 
upon the assumption that Ex parte Deeze is a binding 
authority; and when we find that the language of the 
Court, in Rose v. Hart , so materially varies and nar¬ 
rows the principle which had been the guide in the 
former decision, and that the case itself is disposed of 
in a way not easily reconcileable with Olive v. Smith, 
and in no way whatever reconcileable with the report 
of Ex parte Deeze, upon which Olive v. Smith had 
been grounded, and that the view now taken may be 
reconciled with the latter, and more correct, or rather 
more authentic, opinions of Lord Hardwicke , and with 
the latter and more correct opinions of the Court of 
Common Pleas, there seems to be no good reason for 
supporting a claim which is both at variance with 
principle and runs counter to a greater weight of 
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authority than can be produced in support of it. With 
respect to the case of Parker v. Carter , (i Cook, Bank¬ 
rupt Law, 548,) it may be observed, that the defend¬ 
ants rested their title to set-off upon a lien which they 
claimed to have " as general agents 1 ' of the bankrupt ; 
and the report of the case in Cook's Bankrupt Law 
gives this as the ground of the decision in their favour. 
Lord Chief Justice Gibbs, in Olive v. Smith, though, 
on the granting of the rule nisi , he states Parker v. 
Carter as a case of mutual credit, yet afterwards, the 
particulars having been inquired into, seems to admit 
that it was a case of lien, (5 Taunt, p. 65,) and ac¬ 
cordingly he rests his judgment mainly upon Ex parte 
Deeze, and mentions also Ex parte Boyle, (1 Cook, 
Bankrupt Law, 561,) and French v. Penn, 

Ex parte Boyle was the case of a client who owed a 
sum to his solicitor for work done and money lent, and 
who gave the solicitor, by way of loan, his notes of 
hand to a larger amount—part of which notes were 
not due and not paid by him till after the solicitor’s 
bankruptcy. There the notes, being payable to the so¬ 
licitor’s order at the client’s bankers, were treated as 
a loan by the parties • at the date of the bankruptcy 
the lender of the notes had become liable to pay, at 
all events, the contents of them to holders chosen at 
the solicitor’s pleasure, they being made payable to the 
order of the solicitor, and nothing could prevent this 
liability from ending in a debt from the solicitor to the 
client, but the solicitor himself repaying the money 
advanced upon them. The client could not, by any 
act of his own, prevent his money coming into the 
hands of the solicitor, or of the payee chosen by him, 
to a fixed amount, and at specified times. This case, 
therefore, comes clearly within the restriction imposed 


1830. 

Young 


V 

Bank of 
Bengal. 



*52 


CASES IN THE PH IVY COUNCIL. 


1836. 

Young 

V. 

Bank of 
Bengal. 


by the case of Rose v. Hart , on the doctrine laid down 
in Ol.ve v. Smith. And the same observation applies 
to Ex /'arte Wogstoffe, (13 Vcsey, 65,) where the credit 
in question aiose from an acceptance of the bankrupt, 
payable after the bankruptcy, but certainly payable 
then. 

The case of French v. Fenn, (1 Cook, Bankrupt Law, 
536,) is also distinguishable from the one at bar ; al¬ 
though it must be allowed to have gone further than 
any decision which preceded it, excepting Ex parte 
Heeze. But it does not appear that the debt against 
which the price of the pearls when sold was allowed 
to be set off, was in any part contracted before the 
agreement respecting the pearls } and Lord Mansfield. 
expressly say;, that Fenn “ had trusted Cox (the bank¬ 
rupt) with other goods, which, in all probability, he 
could not have done but for the pearls being left in his 
(Fenn’s) hands.” This would make the case nearly 
the same with De Mainbray v. Metcalf y (2 Vern. 698,) 
where Lord Confer relies mainly upon the debt 
set off being, in fact, an advance made on the pawn. 
Lord Mansfield , in French v. Fenn , seems also to rely 
much on the circumstance peculiar to that case, of the 
other two partners in the adventure (Cox and Holford) 
having agreed to allow Fenn interest on the money 
which he had advanced to pay for the pearls in the 
first instance ; and one thing is quite clear, viz. that 
by the nature of the transaction the rights of each 
partner, until sale, being to an undivided third, and 
Fenn having the deposit for sale, neither of the others 
could have obtained his share—nay, both the others 
joining could not have obtained their share, nor gotten 
the whole pearls out of the pawnee’s hands—until the 
sale, which must at once render the credit to the paw- 
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fiee certain. If it be said that Cox might have assigned 
his right to his share of the eventual price minus his 
proportion of the purchase-money, (in the same way 
that Paltrier and Co. might have assigned their right 
to the contingent surplus,) then it must be also ob¬ 
served, that this consideration takes the case out of the 
rule laid down in Rase v. Hart , and could not stand 
with the decision in Rose v. Hart* It ought to 
be observed further, that Ex parte Deeze was relied 
upon simply by Mr. Justice Bullcr , in deciding French 
v. Fenn ; both Lord Mansfield and Mr. Justice Buller 
seem to have been very much influenced by what they 
term considerations of general justice. 

Upon the whole, then, we are of opinion that the 
judgment in this case must be reversed, and that the 
verdict taken by consent, subject to the opinion of 
the Court, should stand, and the posted be delivered 
to the plaintiffs. The interest, too, must be calculated 
subsequent to the time up to which the verdict for in¬ 
terest was taken, and this must be added to the ver¬ 
dict. 
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Bhaee-chund and Koosal-chund, 1 
Heirs to the Estate of Roop-chund( Appellants , 
Keem-ciiund, deceased ... ... j 

v. 

Purtab-chund Manik-chund ... Respondent * 

On Appeal from the Court of Suclder Dezoanny 

Adawlut of Bombay. 


7 December 
*836. 

A residence at 
Poonah be¬ 
yond the 
limits of the 
jurisdiction of 
the Com¬ 
pany’s Courts 
is not such a 
“ good and 
sufficient 
cause ” for not 
commencing 
a suit for a pe¬ 
riod exceed¬ 
ing twelve 
years, as will 
entitle a plain¬ 
tiff to recover 
under the 
7 tom bay Re¬ 
gulation I, 

A. D. l800, 
sect. 13 ; and 
an offer of a 
specific sum 
by the de¬ 
fendant by 


This was an appeal from a decree of the Sudder 
Adawlut in a suit in which Purtab-chund Manik-chund , 
the present respondent, was the original plaintiff, and 
Roop-chund Kecm-chund , the father of the appellants, 
was defendant. 

On the 23rd November 1819, the respondent filed 
his plaint in a pauper suit in the Zillah Court of Surat 
against Roop-chund Kecm-chund , si e deceased, for re¬ 
covery of rupees 3,477- 1. 50., the amount of a promis¬ 
sory note given in Sumvit year 1849 (A.D. 1792-3) by 
Roop-chund to one Kurum-chund, payable on demand, 
and for an equal sum for interest on the noie. The sum 
for which this note was given appeared to have been 
the balance of accounts subsisting between Roop-chund 
and Kurum-chand, and his partner Pana-chund, the 

* Present: Lord Brougham. Mr. Baron Parke, Mr. Justice Vaughan, 
the Chief Judge of the Court of Bankruptcy, Sir Hyde East, and Sir 
Alexander Johnston. 


way of com¬ 
promise to a suit instituted after a lapse of twenty-seven years from the cause 
of action, is not such an admission of the truth of the plaintiff’s matter of de¬ 
mand, as to take the case out of the prohibitory words of that clause. 
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respondent’s uncles. At the date of the note, Roop- 
chund, the maker of it, was resident at Poonah, in the 
Peishwa’s dominions, where he had been an inhabitant 
for upwards of thirty-five years, and remained until 
within a short period before the institution of the suit. 
Kurum-chund and his partner Pana-chund, and also the 
respondent, were inhabitants of Surat. The circum¬ 
stance of Roop-chund having been resident out of the 
jurisdiction of the East India Company’s Courts, was 
alleged as the cause of the delay in filing the plaint. 
Kurum-chund , the payee named in the note, died at 
Poonah in the year a.d. 1792-3. His widow (Mussuinat 
Larkee ) succeeded to his estate, including his interest 
in the note in question, which formed part of the assets 
of the partnership subsisting between Kurum-chund and 
Pana-chund. In the Sumvit year 1851, (a.d. 1794-5,) 
Pana-chund , the surviving nartner, died, leaving his ne¬ 
phew, the respondent, his heir and representative, who 
thus claimed to be entitled to his deceased uncle’s share 
and interest in the note, and in the other partnership 
assets. In the Sumvit year 1852 (a.d. 1795-6) a 
settlement of accounts took place between the re¬ 
spondent and Mussumat Larkee ; and, according to 
the arrangement then concluded, the respondent 
claimed to be entitled to the whole of the partner¬ 
ship effects, including Roop-chund's note ; and Mussu- 
mat Larkee executed in favour of the respondent a 
general release of all claims and demands, whether 
on account of the partnership or otherwise. Upon 
this title, or the release the respondent claimed the sole 
property in the note; and upon Roop-chund's coming 
to Surat in the Sumvit year 1874 (a.d.' 1817-18) he 
dem anded payment of the amount with interest. Pay¬ 
ment having been refused, the respondent brought 
his action upon the note in the Zillah Court of Surat , 
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where he was admitted to sue as a pauper without' 
payment of the usual commission fee. He appeared 
also to have conducted his case in person without the 
assistance of a vakeel. 

Roop-chund, the defendant, by his answer to the 
plaint, alleged that the respondent’s claim was without 
foundation, and that he, the defendant, had never had 1 
any dealing whatever with him. The defendant ad¬ 
mitted that he had been an inhabitant of Poonah for 
thirty-five years, and insisted that if the respondent 
had any complaint to make against him, he might have 
laid his complaint before the Peishwa, and not in the 
Surat Adawlut. 

The plaintiff (respondent^) by his reply to the defend¬ 
ant’s answer, in corroboration of the justice of his 
claim, referred, among other things, to accounts (of 
the date 1849 Sumvit) bearing the signature of the 
defendant, and showing that there was due from him, 
as the balance of accounts, the sum for which the pro* 
missory note in question was given. 

Roop-chund , by his- rejoinder, asserted that he never 
owed any thing either to Kurum-chund or to Pana-chund r 
the respondent’s uucle, or to the respondent himself, 
and he insisted on the lapse of time in bar to the 
action. 

The plaintiff (respondent) produced in evidence the 
defendant’s note of hand, which was in the following 
form :— 

“Dated Monday, the 1st Magh-vud, Sumvit 18491 
I, Roop-chund Kccm-chund, write to Kurum-chund 
Pana-chund , to the effect that I owe you the sum of 
rupees 3,477. 1. 50. of the Haly currency, to be re¬ 
paid by me personally on demand, whether in my own 
or foreign country. Each of the rupees due by me is 
eleven masha in weight, and free from adulteration. 



ON APPEALS FROM THE EAST INDIES. 



Interest thereon to be paid at the rate of i per cent, 
per month, amounting monthly to rupees 34. 3. 9; 

“ I must abide by this writing, as I respect my 
father’s words. 

u Securities for this debt are Dcidajiin Dutroo and 
Junkusul Soorjee (names of Jain deities). 

(Signed) “ Roop-chund Keem chund, 

the above writing is true.” 

Attested by ten witnesses. 

He also produced two accounts with the defendant’s 
signature, acknowledging the sum for which the note 
was given to be due from him on the balance of ac¬ 
count up to the rst Magh-vud , (the 10th month,) 1849 
Sumvit , and the following acquittance and general re¬ 
lease, executed by Mussuviat Larkee and attested by 
seven witnesses. 

“ Dated Sunday, the rst Bysak-sood , Sumvit 1852, 
I, Baee Larkee , widow of Kurum-chund Pana-chund, 
write to Purtab-chund Manik chund , to this effect: that 
I have fully received the amount of expenses to be 
made on the funeral ceremony of Kurum-chund , per¬ 
formed at the end of the year, and for other charitable 
purposes, as bequeathed by Pana-chund Lukhmee-chund* 
I have, of my free will and accord, received this 
amount from you, Purtab-chund , and have voluntarily 
passed this release. I have now no claims whatever 
against you; nor have I any other demand against you 
on account of partnership concerns, or any other trade. 

1 have up to this day cleared up all claims. Whoever, 
therefore, deviates from this will renounce his religion. 

“This writing is executed of my free will and accord. 

“ X Mark of Baee Larkee, widow, &c.“ 
Witness , &c. 

The plaintiff, (respondent,) who, from the subsequent 
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testimony taken in the Sudder Adawlut at Bombay, 
appeared to have been a weak and ignorant person, 
and who conducted his own case, at first proposed to 
call two persons whom he summoned as witnesses to 
prove the defendant’s signature to the accounts ; but 
he afterwards presented a petition to the Zillah Court, 
stating that it would be difficult to prove his claim by 
the evidence of the witnesses who had been summoned, 
as the dealing took place in Poonah, and he requested 
that the case might be referred to the arbitration of a 
punch ay et .* 

I he Zillah Court considered this petition to amount 
to a confession on the part of the plaintiff (respondent) 
that he was incapable of proving his case; and the 
defendant having protested against all kind of arbitra¬ 
tion, the acting Judge, on the 24th March 1821, gave 
judgment of nonsuit against the respondent, and di¬ 
rected the costs of suit to be recovered from any pro¬ 
perty of his that might thereafter be forthcoming. 

Against this decree of the Zillah Court the present 
respondent appealed to the Sudder Adawlut at Bom¬ 
ba//, and by his petition set forth the causes of his not 
having summoned the requisite witnesses; and he al¬ 
leged that the defendant, in the presence of many 
witnesses, had offered to pay down 3,000 rupees if the 
respondent would withdraw the suit. In his reply to 
the defendant’s answer, who did not deny that he had 
made this offer, the now respondent (then the appel¬ 
lant) further stated, that subsequent to his appealing 
to the Sudder Adawlut, the defendant had declared his 

‘ An assembly of five or more persons, (being always an uneven 
number,) convened undci the authority of a public officer of Govern¬ 
ment, for the purpose of investigating a dispute referred to them. 
They are a Court of arbitration, but have no power to enforce their 
award. 
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willingness to pay Soo or goo rupees , if the respondent 
would give him a release for the remainder. 

Ou the hearing of the appeal from the judgment of 
nonsuit, the Sudder Adawlut expressed its opinion, that 
under the peculiar circumstances of the case, and as no 
judgment had been given on the merits, the best course 
to be pursued was to pass an interlocutory decree, re¬ 
versing thv, decision of the acting Judge of the Zillah 
Court, and to refer the suit back to be tried da nove- 
informing the Judge, that the interests of persons of 
the description of the present respondent, should not 
suffer for want of legal advice, as it would have been ad¬ 
visable to nominate a vakeel to assist him : and, accord¬ 
ingly, an interlocutory decree or reversal was, on the 
ioth October 1821, passed by the Sudder Adawlut. 

rn pursuance of this decree the proceedings in the 
Zillah Court were commenced de novo • but R 00 p. 
chund, the original defendant, having died, they were 
prosecuted against the present appellants, who were 
admitted to defend the suit as his heirs. 


After the usual pleadings, two witnesses wore exa¬ 
mined j one of whom (namely , Mohun-chund Wel-chund 
who was resident at Poonah, and was examined under a 
commission) deposed that he had signed his name as 
a witness to the note in question at the desire of R 00 p. 
chund and Kurum-chund. The other witness was Mus- 
sumat Larkee , who was examined with a view to 
establish the present respondent's title to the note, 
founded on the partnership between her late husband, 
Kitrum-chund, and the respondent's uncle, Pana-chund • 
the heirship of the respondent to Pana-chund ■ the 
execution by herself (Larkee) of the release, previously 
adduced «n ev.dence by the respondent, and the making 
over of the promissory note to the respondent by vir. 
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tue of the release, and as part of the partnership assets t 
to which parts the interrogatories prepared for the 
examination of this witness were accordingly directed* 
Mussumat Larkee , however, on her examination upon 
these interrogatories, deposed that she signed, or more 
properly placed her mark to the deed of release, with¬ 
out its ever having been read over to her, and denied 
that it had any reference to the partnership between 
her late husband and Pana-chund , (but that it was for 
money due to her husband alone,) or that thereby or 
otherwise, the respondent had acquired any title to the 
note ; and she alleged that the respondent had lived 
in her house, and transacted her business, by which 
means he got possession of the books, &c. of the wit¬ 
ness, and stole them, and, among others, the note in 
question* 

Upon the evidence of this witness, (Mussumat 
iLarkee ,) the Zillah Court having refused to take the 
evidence of the living witnesses to the release, although 
pressed by the present respondent to do so, proceeded, 
on the 14th February 1823, to give judgment on the 
case; and the sitting Judge having stated his opinion, 
that the evidence of the woman ( Larkee ) was fatal to 
the present respondent’s claim, and that he had not 
shown in proof why the statute of limitations of twelve 
years* should not bear upon his case, pronounced a 

0 “ A.D. 1800, Regulation I, sect. 13. The Judge is prohibited 
hearing, trying, or determining the merits of any suit whatever, against 
any person or persons, if the cause of action shall have arisen twelve 
years before any suit shall have been commenced on account of it; 
unless the complainant can show-, by clear and positive proof, that he 
had demanded the money or matter in question, and that the defendant 
had admitted the truth of the demand, or promised to pay the money, 
or that he directly preferred his claim within that period, for the mat¬ 
ter in dispute, to a Court of competent jurisdiction, to try thedemand, 
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decree against the present respondent, and directed ^36. 
that he should pay one half of the defendant’s costs. BhaeT 

After these proceedings in the Zillah Court had ter- C “„J| D 

minated, the consideration of the case was, on the 2nd Koosai.. 

June iS23, resumed by the Sudder Adawlutj when the L "^ Nn 

sitting Judge was of opinion that the evidence of the 

living witnesses to the release ought to be taken, and Manik - 

that witnesses ought also to be examined with respect CHUNDt 

to the alleged offers of Roop-chund , for an adjustment 

of the matter in dispute after the institution of the 
suit. 

fn pursuance of this opinion, several witnesses were 
examined upon both points before the Sudder Adaw- 
1 ut* among whom were Koosal-chuncl Pana-chund , 

(a gold and silver seller, residing at Surat ,) and T Vugi 
chund Jyc-chund (a cloth seller, who was also an ?n- 
habitant of Sural). By their testimony the following 
facts were established: That Mussumat Larkeds re- 
lease related to the partnership trade which her hus¬ 
band, in his lifetime, had carried on with the re¬ 
spondent’s uncle, Pana-chund; that Larkee was heiress 
to Kurum-chund, and the respondent heir to Pana- 
chund ; and that, after the execution of the release 
the respondent paid the debts owing by the concern 1 , 
and received the monies due to it- that in the Sum v it 
year 1875 (a.d. 1818-19) Roop.chund , the late de¬ 
fendant, just before the institution of the suit had 
sent for KoosaUhund, the nephew of the respondent, 
and told him that the respondent was going to file a 
suit against him {Roop chund) on a bond and an ac¬ 
count of old standing, and desired KoosaUhund to 

and assign satisfactory reason to the Court why lie did not proceed in 
the suit ; or that, either from minority or other good and sufficient 
cause, he had been precluded from obtaining redress/' 
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get his uncle (the respondent) to settle the dispute at 
home, and offered to pay down 2,000 rupees ; and ex¬ 
pressed his willingness to increase that offer by one or 
two hundred rupees. 

Upon this additional testimony the second Judge of 
the Sudder Adawlut recorded his view of the case, 
which was as follows: “The Zillnh Judge threw out 
the claim on the bare testimony of Larsee-baee who 
denied the full extent of the fcirri oh kutti, * that it em¬ 
braced partnership concerns, although the document 
itself shows that it does, and is attested by respectable 
witnesses. As the deed must speak for itself, there 
cannot be a doubt of the general release having suc¬ 
ceeded a general settlement of all matters between the 
parties j and in contradiction to the respondent's 
assertion regarding the manner in which appellant be¬ 
came possessed of (defendant’s) bond, (or note of 
hand,) there is as little doubt that the bond fell to the 
appellant at the settlement. To go on Larkee-bace's 
testimony, which is so palpably wrong, would only be 
to mislead : it is therefore rejected in toto. 

“ The bond having been proved by the evidence 
taken at Poonah , nothing could prevent a decision fa¬ 
vourable to the appellant at once, but that the claim is 
beyond the limitation of time. However, on an exa¬ 
mination of this point also, the appellant’s fortune be¬ 
friends him,- for the respondent lived at Poonah always, 
which prevented his being able to procure a settlement 
of the bond, although the appellant alleges that he did 
go once to Poonah, about ten years ago, on the business. 
The offer of adjustment proved to have taken place 
after the institution of the suit, and a very short time 


0 Deed of release and discharge. 
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after respondent’s return to Surat, is sufficient for 
every purpose of admitting the justice of the claim. 
The sitting Judge accordingly conceives that the deci¬ 
sion of the Zillah Judge should be reversed, and the 
amount of the bond, with interest and costs in both 
Courts, awarded to appellant. in consequence, the 
case is submitted for the consideration of a full Court.” 

On the 26th June 1823, the appeal was brought on 
before a full Court, consisting of the chief and third 
Judges, when the proceedings held before the second 
Judge in the case when before him, sitting as a single 
Judge, were read j when the Court, alter maturely 
considering the whole of the documents and proceed¬ 
ings, concurred generally in the view taken by the 
second Judge, and determined to reverse the decree 
passed by the Zillah Judge, and to award to the ap¬ 
pellant (the present respondent) the original sum sued 
for by him in the lower Court, with the costs of suit 

in both Courts. A decree to that effect was accordingly 
made by the Sudder Adawlut. 

Against this decree the present appellants appealed 
to His Majesty in Council ; and submitted that the 
same ought to be reversed, for the following amon- 
othet reasons : — 

I. Because the respondent not only failed to esta¬ 
blish a good title to the note in question, and to claim 
payment of its contents, but, on the contrary, his 
right to it was expressly denied by Larkee, the widow 

and heiress of Kurum-chund , to whom the note was 
given. 


II. Because the appellant 
bitant of Surat, and therefor 
subject to the jurisdiction 
established. 


never was a fixed inha- 
e never, in fact, became 
of the Zillah Court there 
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III. Because the plaintiff’s right to sue for the money 
secured by that note was barred by the regulations of 
the Bombay government. 

IV. Because sufficient evidence had not been given 
of the appellant’s acknowledgment of the debt at 
Surat ; and the case was, therefore, not taken out of 
the provisions of the Statute of Limitations. 

1 he respondent, on the other hand, submitted that 
the appeal ought to be dismissed, and the decree of 
the Sudder Adawlut of Bombay affirmed, for the fol¬ 
lowing among ocher reasons: — 

I. Because the making of the promissory note in 
question by Roop-chund , and its connexion with ac¬ 
counts subsisting between Roop-chund, and Kurum- 
cliund , and Pana-chund, were fully established by the 
evidence; and the title of the present respondent pro¬ 
duced, and the right of the present respondent to 
prosecute the suit, on which some doubt had been cast, 
was also clearly proved. 

II. Because it appeared by the evidence taken before 
the Sudder Adawlut, that Roop-chund had, just before 
the institution of the suit, acknowledged the truth and 
j ustice of the respondent’s demand; independently of 
which, the continued residence of Roop-chund at 
Poonah, out of the jurisdiction of the East India Com¬ 
pany’s Courts, until within a short period prior to the 
filing of the plaint, was a good and sufficient cause 
(within the meaning of the exception in that behalf 
contained in the regulation for the limitation suits) for 
not proceeding to recover the amount of the note 
within twelve years after its date. 


Mr. Miller, K.C., and Mr. Wigram , K.C., for 
the appellants, 
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Insisted, on the reasons stated;—that the appellant was 
never subject to the jurisdiction of the Zillah Court, 
and that the plaintiff (respondent) had no power to sue 
him in that Court, referring to Regulation I, A%D. 1800, 
sec. 7 j and they contended, that even if the plaintiff 
ever had such right, it was long since barred by the 
regulation for the limitation of suits ;—that the offer 
of compromise did not amount to an acknowledgment 
of the debt, but was in fact only evidence of the appel¬ 
lant’s desire to purchase peace on any terms, rather 

than be involved in an expensive and tedious litiga¬ 
tion. 
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Mr. Serjeant Spankie, and Mr. E. J. Lloyd, for 
the respondent, 

Relied on the reasons appended to the respondent’s 
case, and contended that the period limited by the 
regulations for the institution of a suit ran only from 
the time that the appellant became amenable to the 
jurisdiction of the Company’s Court at Sural, and not, 
as asserted on the other side, from the commencement 
of the debt. They insisted also that the offer of com¬ 
promise was an acknowledgment on the part of Roop- 
chund of the justice of the demand, and brought the 
case within the exception provided by Regulation I, 

a.d. 1800, sec. 13, and cited Williams v. Jones. (13 
East, R. 439 .) 

The Chief Judge of the Court of Bankruptcy 
(The Right Honourable T. Erskine) : 

This was an appeal from a decree of the Sudder 
Dewanny Adawlut at Bombay , which formed the last 
of a series of proceedings in the Court of that province, 
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upon the question now pending for the final decision of 
His Majesty in Council. 

1 he first of these proceedings was a complaint filed 
in the Zillah Court at Surat, in the year 1819, against 
Roop-chund , since deceased, by the present respondent, 
Pwrtab-chuncl, suing in forma pauperis, in which he 
claimed, as heir of his late uncle, Pana-chund, the sum 
of sicca rupees 3 , 477 . and an equal amount of interest 
upon a note of hand alleged to have been given by 
Roop-chund in the year 1792 to Kurum-chund, the 
partner of the respondent’s uncle, Pana-chund, to se¬ 
cure the amount of the balance then due from Roop- 
chund to the partnership, after several intermediate 
proceedings in the Zillah Court and in the Sudder 
Adawlut, which it is not necessary to particularize; 
during which the defendant, Roop-chund, died, and 
the present appellants intervened, and were admitted 
to defend the suit. 

The cause came on before the Zillah Court for final 
hearing on the 14th February 1823. 

The defence set up during these proceedings by 
Roop-chund , and afterwards by his heirs, was,— 

First, That Roop-chund never owed any thing to 
Pana-chund or Kurum-chund . 

Secondly, That the note produced had been fraudu¬ 
lently abstracted from the widow of Kurum-chund by 
the plaintiff, who had no legal interest therein or right 
to sue thereon. 

Thirdly, That the supposed cause of action had 
arisen more than twelve years before the commence¬ 
ment of the suit, and was, therefore, barred by the 
regulations of the Company. 

In reply to the first defence, the plaintiff relied upon. 
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the production of the books of account and the 
note. 

In reply to the second defence, it was stated, that 
after the death of Kunim-chund and the respondent’s 
uncle, Pana-chund, he, the plaintiff, came to a settle¬ 
ment of the partnership accounts with the widow of 
Kunim-chund, who, having received from him her dues, 
gave him a deed of release, whereupon he took pos¬ 
session of the dufters and the note as having the ex¬ 
clusive right to them. 

In reply to the third defence, he relied upon the 
fact that the note was executed at Pooncih , where Roop- 
chund resided, and that he had never been at Sural 
since, until just before the commencement of the suit 
and further, that Roop-chund , on his arrival from Pooncih 
in 1819, had admitted the justice of his claim, and had 
offered to pay a sum of money by way of compromise. 

The widow of Kunim-chund was examined upon in¬ 
terrogatories exhibited by the direction of the Court, 
and stated in substance, that the note had no reference to 
any partnership concern between Kurum-chund and the 
plaintiff's uncle, Pana-chund, , but was given for money 
due to her husband alone, and that the release was ex¬ 
ecuted by her without reading it, and was intended to 
relate only to charities and other like expenses. That 
at the time she executed it she did not give the note to 

the plaintiff, but that he stole it, together with her books 
and papers. 

The Zillah Court, upon consideration of the whole 
case, was of opinion, that the evidence of Kurum- 
chund'S widow was fatal to the plaintiff’s claim, and 
also that the plaintiff had not shown any proof why 
the Statute of Limiiations of twelve years should not 
bear upon his case, and therefore passed judgment 
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against the plaintiff, and decreed that one half of the 
defendant’s costs should be recovered from the de¬ 
fendant, and the remainder from any property that 
might be found to belong to the plaintiff, and the fees 
of the plaintiff s vakeel should also be recovered from 
any property found to belong to the plaintiff. 

The cause was then carried back by appeal to the 
Sudder Adawlut, before which fresh evidence was 
taken relative to the several questions raised before the 
Zillah Court j and on the 3rd June 1823, the second 
Judge, before whom the cause was heard, recorded his 
view of the case, declaring his opinion, for the reasons 
therein stated, that the decision of the Zillah Judge 
should be received, and the amount of the note, with 
interest and costs in both Courts, should be awarded 
to the plaintiff below ; and these appellants having 
referred the case for the consideration of the full court, 
afterwards, on the 26th of the same month, the rest 
of the Court, after considering the documents and pro¬ 
ceedings, concurred generally in the view taken by the 
second Judge, and determined to reverse the decree 
passed by the Zillah Court at Surat , and decreed that 
the sum of sicca rupees 6,954. 3 annas be paid to the 
appellants by the heirs of Roop-chund , with full costs 
in both Courts. 

Against this decree the present appeal has been 
lodged, and the case was argued before this Board on 
the 7th December last, when the counsel for the appel¬ 
lants insisted,— 

First, That the respondent had made out no right 
of action against Roop-chund or his heirs. 

Secondly, That as the supposed cause of action 
had arisen beyond the jurisdiction of the Court at 
Surat, and as the defendant, Roop-chund , was not resi- 



ON APPEALS FROM THE EAST INDIES. 

dent within it as a fixed inhabitant, but had only come 

to Surat for a temporary purpose, the Zillah Court 
had no jurisdiction on the case. 

And, Thirdly, That the plaintiff’s right of action, if 
Jt ever existed, had been barred by the lapse of time. 

Their Lordships intimated their opinion, in the 
course of the argument, that the plaintiff's title to sue, 
unless he had been barred by the lapse of time, was’ 
sufficiently established by the evidence ; and that as 
the heirs of Roo^chund had intervened in the suit 

and there was no evidence that they were not resident 

at Surat, -where Roop-chund had formerly lived no 
objection could be raised by them to the jurisdiction 
especially as no such point was made by them in either 
of the Courts below, where the fact could have been 
eas.ly ascertained, ft is therefore unnecessary to say 
any thing now upon those points; and the less so be¬ 
cause their Lordships are of opinion, that upon the 
third objection the decree of the Sudder Adavvlut must 
be reversed, and the plaintiff's suit dismissed. 

That objection was founded upon the ist Regulation 
of the Governor of Bombay, conferred in Council in 

August 1800, for the institution of a Court of Justice 

at Surat. 

By the 13th article of that Regulation, the Judge of 
that Court ,s prohibited hearing, trying, or determining 
the merits of any suit whatever against any person or 
persons, ,f the cause of action shall have arisen twelve 
years before any suit shall have been commenced on 
account of it; unless the complainant's case show, 
by clear and positive proof, that he had demanded the 
money or matter in question, and that the defendant 
had admitted the truth of .he demand, or promised to 
pay the money, or that he directly preferred his claim 
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within that period for the matter in dispute to a Court 
of competent jurisdiction, to try the demand, and assign 
satisfactory reason to the Court why he did not pro¬ 
ceed in the suit ; or that either from minority, or some 
other good and sufficient cause, he had been precluded 
from obtaining redress. In this case the cause of ac¬ 
tion was twenty-seven years before any suit was com¬ 
menced. Unless, therefore, the respondent can bring 
himself within one of the exceptions to this prohibition, 
the dismissal of the complaint by the Zillah Court of 
Surat must be held to have been right, and the decree 
of the Sudder Adawlut erroneous. 

The respondent contended, and the Sudder Adawlut 
decided, that the case was brought within two of the 
exceptions : 

First, That the defendant had admitted the truth of 
the demand. 

And, Secondly, That the plaintiff was prevented by 
the defendant’s continued residence at Poonah , where 
the note was given, from procuring a settlement of the 
bond • and that he had thereby shown, that, by a good 
and sufficient cause, he had been precluded from ob¬ 
taining redress. 

The evidence upon which the supposed admission by 
Roop-chund of the truth of the plaintiff’s demand rests, 
is to be found in the depositions of Koosal-chund 
Pana-chund , and of Wugt-chund Jye-chund, taken 
before the Sudder Adawlut. 

But when this evidence is examined, it will be found 
to amount to no more than an offer of a specific sum 
of money by way of compromise, in no way involving 
and admission of the justice of the plaintiff’s demand, 
further than what may be inferred from the offer of 
any compromise,—an inference which is never per- 
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mitted, and which, in this case, would be most unfair, 
when the action was commenced while the defendant 
was absent, for a temporary purpose, from his usual 
place of business, to which he was anxious to return. 

Their Lordships, therefore, are of opinion, that the 
facts stated by those witnesses ought not to be taken 
as proof of any admission by the defendant of the mat- 
ter of the plaintiff’s demand, so as to take the case out 

of the prohibitory clause of the 13th article of the 
Regulation. 

The only other ground upon which the plaintiff 
seeks to be exempted from the effect of the prohibition, 
is the continued residence of the defendant at Pooiiah. 
But no evidence is to be found in any of the proceed¬ 
ings to show that the plaintiff might not, by adopting 

proper steps, have obtained redress in the Mahratta 
Courts at Poonah. 

It was stated, indeed, in the course of the argument 
that it was useless for a poor man to commence pro¬ 
ceedings against 4 wealthy opponent in the Peishwa’s 
Court ; but their Lordships cannot, in the absence of 
all proof, judicially assume this as a fact. It was also 
urged, that the decision of the Judges of the Sudder 
Adawlut, who must be presumed to know how justice 
was administered in the native Courts, might be taken 
as evidence} that the plaintiff could not have pro¬ 
cured redress there if he had attempted it. But the 
second Judge, who alone gives any reasons for the 
decree, does not assign this as the reason why the 
plaintiff was prevented obtaining an earlier settlement 
of the bond at Poonah ; and we have upon this fact 
the opinion of the Zillah Judge the other way. 

Their Lordships, therefore, are of opinion, that they 
ought not to adopt these vague surmises as a substi- 
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tute for the clear and positive proof required by the 
Regulation in question. 

If their Lordships had found that, by a train of de¬ 
cisions in the Court abroad, the residence of the defend¬ 
ant beyond the limits of the jurisdiction of the Com¬ 
pany’s Court had been considered a good and sufficient 
excuse for the complainant’s delay beyond the twelve 
years, they would have considered themselves bound 
by a practice upon which the plaintiff might fairly be 
presumed to have relied ; and the case has been allowed 
to stand over for the purpose of enabling the counsel 
of the respondent to produce any such decisions : but 
none can be found. In the absence, therefore, of au¬ 
thority, their Lordships can find no principle on which 
they can determine that the residence of Hoop-chund at 
JPoonah afforded such an obstacle to the plaintiff’s ob¬ 
taining earlier redress as to exempt him from the effect 
of the prohibition under discussion. 

The learned counsel for the respondent relied very 
much upon a decision, in this country, in the case of 
Williams v. Jones. (13 East, R. 439 ) 

But the point argued and decided in that case was 
essentially different from the case now under dis¬ 
cussion. 

In that case the plaintiff’s claim was clearly brought 
within the express exception of the statute j but it was 
contended that his right of action was gone, because, 
by the adoption of the Statute of Limitations in 
India, where the contract was made, his remedy had 
been barred there by the lapse of time: and the decision 
of the Court proceeded upon the ground, that as 
before the Statute of Limitations the plaintiff's right of 
action in this country had no limit, and as the cir¬ 
cumstances of the case exempted it from the operation 
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of that statute, his remedy could only be barred by lS 3<>. 
the extinguishment of his right; and as the adoption 
of the Statute of Limitations in India could only bar CU ™d 
his remedy there, but did not extinguish his debt, his Koo " AL ' 
remedy in this country remained unimpaired. But in CH ^ NU 
this case the only question is, whether the plaintiff’s PuRTAR - 
proof brings him within the exceptions. Manik° 

Their Lordships are of opinion that it does not : he CHUND * 
has neither proved an admission of the truth of his 
demand, nor that, by a good and sufficient cause, he 
has been precluded from obtaining redress within the 

time limited by the Regulations j and therefore their 
Lordships will recommend His Majesty to allow this 
appeal, to reverse the decree of the Sudder AdawJut, 
and to affirm the sentence of the Zillah Court. 
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The Mayor of the City of Lyons.' 
in the Kingdom of France, acting for 
and in the name of the Community of 
the City of Lyons, and Christophe 
Martin, Marie Desgranges Mar- V Appellants, 
tin (Widow of Louis Martin, de¬ 
ceased), Pierre Balloffett and 

Claudine his wife, and Francois 
Martin ... ' 


'U 


The Honourable the East India Com-) 

PANY and His Majesty’s Attorney- [Respondents.* 
General ... ... # ) 

° n Appeal from the Supreme Court of Bengal. 

This was an appeal from a decree of the Supreme Ccnrt 
of Judicature at Fort William, in Bengal, of the 
23rd February 1832, made in four causes which had 
been consolidated, touching the construction of the 
will of the late Claude Martin , and the beq uests thereof. 
Major-General Claude Martin was a native of 
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1:.‘n*: U f “ r d “ vised considerable property, botlr real and personal, for 
charitable purposes, amongst which he directed certain sums to be set apart 
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France, having been born at Lyons. In 1763 he 
entered the service of the East India Company as a 
cadet, and after passing through the various inter¬ 
mediate grades of the profession, he attained, in 1793, 
the rank of a major-general. He never, however, 
received full pay for any higher rank than that of cap¬ 
tain, with which he entered in 1 766 into the service of 
the Nabob Vizier of Oude, under the sanction of the 
British Government j and he continued in that service, 
occasionally commanding the troops of the Nabob 
Vizier , residing at Luctnow, and receiving his half pay 
as a captain from the East India Company until his 
death on the 6th September 1801. 

for the liberation of persons imprisoned for debt, and for the endowment and 
establishment of a College at Lucknow, in the dominions of the King of 
Oude. A suit having been instituted in the Supreme Court of Calcutta, 
to administer the will, the Court directed an inquiry whether the College 
could be established, and the bequest for the liberation of prisoners 
carried in toeffect, with reference to the testator’s intention, and the sanction 
of the Government at Lucknow . On the subject of the bequest for the 
liberation of prisoners, the Master found in the negative, and reported that 
with respect to the establishment of the College, there was not sufficient 

evidence to enable him to state whether it could be established with refe¬ 
rence to the testator’s intention, and the sanction of the Lucknow Govern¬ 
ment ; but as no further evidence was likely to be obtained, he appended the 
correspondence with the British Resident at Lucknow , by which it appeared 
that though the King of Oude did not object to the establishment of the 
College, he held out no expectation that he would afford it his countenance 
or support. The report having been confirmed, and a decree made thereon, 
the Supreme Court, on a re-hearing of the cause, directed on inquiry whether 
the Governor-General, in Council, had the means of giving effect to the 
bequest to the College at Lucknow, and whether he was willing to receive 
the funds bequeathed for that purpose: the Master found that the Governor- 
General was willing to receive the funds, but did not state whether he had 
the means of giving effect to the bequest; the Court, however, thereupon 
decreed the payment of the funds to the Governor-General, or such person 
as he should appoint. Upon appeal to the King in Council, held by the 
Judicial Committee, that though the reference to the Master on the re-hear¬ 
ing, after the confirmation of his previous report, was informal, and if ob¬ 
jected to at the time would have been fatal, yet as no objection had been 
taken, and the Master had not satisfied the whole of the inquiry, by stating 
whether the Governor-General had the means of carrying the testator’s 
intention into effect, that part of the decree affirming the Master’s report, 
and directing the payment of the fund to the Governor-General, must be 
reversed, and the case sent back to ascertain that fact ; their Lordships being 
of opinion that under the existing relations between the East India Company 
and the King of Oude, an arrangement may be made for the appointment 
of a trustee to carry the Lucknow bequest into effect, under the directions 
and subject to the jurisdiction of the Supreme Court. 
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On the ist January 1801, General Martin signed 
and executed his will, bearing that date, in the pre¬ 
sence of the British Resident at Lucknow and two other 
persons, who only attested its execution. At that time, 
and at the period also of his death, he was possessed of 
large landed estates in the provinces of the Nabob Vizier , 
where the Mahomedan law is the law of the country in 
the territories of the East India Company, governed ’ by 
the regulations of the Governor-General in Council ; 
in the city of Calcutta, under the jurisdiction of the 
Supreme Court in the town of Chandcrnagore, originally 
a French settlement, and wherein the French laws 
prevai, » although within the Presidency of Fort 
WllUa >*; and in the Kingdom of France, he was also 
possessed of very considerable personal estate of every 
description, including large investments in the Govern¬ 
ment securities of the East India Company, and i n the 
British funds. 

The will was composed and written by the testator 
h.mself as he therein declares, in the,English language 
of winch he had a very imperfect knowledge. It was 
divided mto thirty-four articles or clauses, and there 
was added to ,t a paper by the testator, as an abstract 
containing a recapitulation or statement of the legacies' 
and the bequests, contained in the different clauses of 

Jforth’ jfigurls! amOUnt 0f each P ecuniar y bluest 

The abstract was thus entitled : —“No i A Ah , . 

t r trz 

ajso auerward This is wrote bv me w.’h 

Cl. Martin." °‘eby me . Witness my hand, 
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Annexed to the will, and also referred to therein, 
were certain accounts during the years 1795, 1796, 
1797, 1798, to the 1st May 1799, taken from the led¬ 
gers or account-books of the testator, showing the debts 
due by, and to him, with his own valuation ot the 
various kinds of properly he possessed, both real, and 
personal, balanced on the 30th April , in the first three 
years, and on the 1st May in the last year. 

The abstract and these accounts were proved with 
the will. 

By the first article of his will, the testator, after giving 
their freedom to all the women, males, and women- 
servants, eunuches and others that belonged to him, 
and should be in his service at the time of his death, 
and commending them, especially his faithful girl 
Boulonc or Lise, who had lived with him as his wife, 
to the especial care of the persons thereafter named as 
executors of his will, he expressed himself in these 
terms:*— “ I desire that as soon as I am dead, that the 
sum of 4,00,000 sicca rupees (or four lacks of rupees) 
be put aside from the best part of my fortune, and be 
placed at interest in the most secure fund, as that said 
interest may serve to pay the donation and monthly 
pensions, as hereafter mentioned in their several 
articles > as also as may be seen by the recapitulation 
or abstract list of the pensions and donations I have 
made, and sealed and signed by me, and marked 
No. 1, A. in which the total of yearly, and monthly 
pensions, I have made to every one mentioned in this 
will and testament are, as also for other sums to be 
paid for once are included, amounting to sicca rupees 
[blank left in the original ] as that they may be a suf- 

0 The extracts from the will are literal, the language andorthogra- 
phy being preserved. 
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ficient sum for the answer of all these gift, pension, 
and others I have mentioned, to put aside, from the 
best of my fortune, the sum above said for six hundred 
thousand sicca rupees, for to be secured in the best and 


most secure fund, either in India or Europe , as to re- 
ceive and raise the best and most secure interest for the 
enable to pay these pensions, gift, or others. At this mo¬ 
ment as I see no better secured fund but the Honourable 
English East India Company promissory notes or bonds, 
bearing eight and twelve per cent, interest ; for these 
reasons I request that the above sum here mentioned be 
deposited in the Honourable Company’s treasure, in 
the name of my estate, in their promissory notes or 
bonds, for to pay my executors, administrators or as¬ 
signs, or others, the dividend of the interest, for to en¬ 
able them to the pension, donation, gift, or others, as 
hereafter mentioned. I also desire and command that 
all other sum or sums that are to be put at interest 
in secure funds, be deposited and placed in the Honour¬ 
able East India Company’s treasure, for the purpose 
that will be mentioned hereafter : and as I have made 
several others large gift for charitable purpose,* as will 
be seen by the several articles hereafter mentioned, 
which at this moment stand on the list or abstract 
No. i, A. for building and other establishment, to the 
sum of sicca rupees seven hundred and seventy four 
thousand, and for once 2,85.300+ sicca rupees, and 
also for a sum to be paid annually,{ the sum of sicca 
rupees for monthly pensions, annually thirty-five thou¬ 
sand seven hundred and sixty,§ for these above sums : 


t 

§ 


20?Tnn ted r/° A ?' 7 , 4 ’ 0 ? 0 S ‘ CCa ru P ocs - — Cl. MarlinA 
2i95»3°o.— Cl. Afartm . 1 J Also d.i 

Augmented to 39,760 sicca rupees.— Cl. Marini .1 


1 These additional 
original will. 


sums were expressed by interlineation 
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the next best of my fortune is to be appropriated for these 
establishment and charities, and others building, as my 
tomb, seray women, houses, compounds, and others, as 
mentioned in the several articles as hereafter mentioned# 
These sums are also to be deposited in the Honourable 
Company’s treasure while the Honourable Company 
exist, or, if ever abolished, to be deposited in the Town 
House Supreme Court or Government existing for the 
time, as that these sum or sums may be secured, and 
never to run the risk of being lost by private security 
of individual ; it is my reason for having these sum or 
sums deposited in the existing Government treasure, 
with power to draw occasionally, the sums required, for 
to go on with the buildings that are to be erected. The 
interest will serve to pay the annual pension, donation, 
or expenses for entertaining and keeping in good order 
the said building. Any sum remaining for the interest 
of the sum deposited in the Honourable Company, in 
theirs promissory notes or bonds, or others of more or 
less interest, and under others denomination than 
Company’s paper, such as bond of Government, or 
others bearing interest, as I said any sum remaining 
from the interest, after having paid the several an¬ 
nually and monthly pension, this sum remaining is to 
serve for to purchase more stock in the said secure 
fund for the time being, as to be also placed as the 
other, for to be enabled to produce also an interest for 
the benefit of my estate. And when a sufficient sum 
or sum, equal to be enabled to increase the four estab¬ 
lishments mentioned in aaticles one, two, three, and 
four or five, and in the succession of years, in case of 
good management, luck, and good fortune, no accident 
happening, that these sums deposited or others that 
may be deposited as I may hereafter mentioned ; I also 
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desire, request, or command my executor, adminis¬ 
trators or their assigns, that they would devise with 
themselves, and with the best advice they could receive, 
that in case, as I fay’d, by succession of time, that the 
sum that may be deposited exceed by great deal, the 
interest necessary to be paid for the monthly, or annual 
pension, donation, &c., yearly and monthly as men¬ 
tioned, and that they are a sufficiency without inter- 
fearing or touching any of the principal for the annual 
or monthly pension and disbursement above mentioned, 
then they may, after having well considered, make any 
new establishment for charitable purpose on the same 
plan, and with the same formality, to be observed in 
them as mentioned, to those I have herein recommended, 
that the donor may be known after his death, which 
ambitious purpose may induce other to make charitable 
establishment, may kind being more actuated by am¬ 
bition and vanity in hope, I may be excused for such 
an idea, though 1 have endeavoured never to be laid or 
actuated in doing good act by the vanity of doing it ; 
still, often I could not prevent my feeling to be sensible 
of the pleasure of what [ did, and as I have often en¬ 
couraged and humoured others in their vanities, pro¬ 
vided the good act was done, I am in hope that I shall 
receive the same indulgence j having never had at heart 
to increase my worth or fortune, but for the ambition of 
doing good to others, 1 am in hope my wishes, and last 
will be executed and fully performed after my death 
and to be understood also, that at the or after the death 
O those to whom 1 have given pension for during thejr 
ives, at their death, these are to be resumed, and to 
be brought to the stock of my estate, as to serve to 
increase the establishment, as hereafter will be men¬ 
tioned, and to create or establish others, as I may 
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devise during the course of my life, or if I have not 
done it myself, they are to be done as may be devised 
by my executors, administrators or assigns, or the 
trustee of my estate, after consulting able men on the 
subject of establishing useful, and charitable establish¬ 
ment for the public good, my executors, administrators, 
or trustees, I may and will, if time admit my choosing 

properly, name them at the end of this will and testa- 
men t.’* 

In the following articles of his will, from two to 
seventeen, the testator proceeded to make various 
bequests of legacies and annuities to the females of his 
household, and to his servants: these legacies, as sum¬ 
med up in the abstract, amounted to 13,460 rupees. 

By the 17th article the testator directed the payment, 
as soon as his death should happen, of the sum equi¬ 
valent to the amount of the monthly and yearly pen¬ 
sions, amounting to 13,460 sicca rupees, and an in¬ 
vestment to be made of the sum of 2,00,000 rupees 
in the East India Company^ Treasure; and he afso 
directed the payment of two months* wages over and 
above the wages he might owe to his servants at his 
death j and in the abstract there was a corresponding 
memorandum after the sum of 13,460 rupees. 

By the 18th and 19th articles the testator gave 
legacies for the purpose of building a house for two 
of his women, Boulone or Lise , and Sally j and he also 
gave several legacies to his women and servants, the 
amount of which was again recapitulated in the 
abstract. 

By the 20th article he gave various bequests to his 
relations in France. 

In the 21 st article the testator gave a life interest in 
some, and his absolute property in other parts of his 
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landed estate at Lucknow to the women Boulonc and 
Sally . 

The 22nd article was principally a declaration of his 
religious sentiments. 

The 23rd article was in these terms:—“I give and 
bequeath the sum of 1,50,000 rupees for to be placed 
out at interest in the most secure manner possible, in 
the East India Company or Government papers, bear¬ 
ing interest, to be employed for the poor. First hav¬ 
ing divided this interest in three portions or parts, 
one portion of that interest to serve for the relief of 
the poor of Lucknow , of any religion they may be, 
preferring the Christian and Hindoo. This to be ma¬ 
naged or distributed by Christian padree, or priest, either 
Roman Catholic, Protestant, or Mussulman mollah ; 
that charity to be in kind, either grain, flour baked or un¬ 
baked ; and to be delivered to the poor at a fixed hour 
in the forenoon, and at the place near where my tomb 
or monument is erected j and at the place they shall be 
an inscription on a stone marbles, or others mentions, 
the charity and my’name, as that it may known the 
sum established for the charity and the donor, in this 
manner : ' The sum of 1,50.000 sicca rupees is the gift 
of Major-General Martin , c> ni at Lyons , for the inte¬ 
rest of it to be daily distribiu _ :l to the poors of Lucknow , 
at perpetuity; requesting the magistrate, or prince, or 
nabob governing the country, to protect that charity, 
that it may not be abused and not be unpaid. Another 
portion of that interest to be made and employed for 
the poor of Calcutta , to be managed by the curate of 
the English church, and distributed by him, observing 
to have an inscription on a carved stone, to be fixed 
on the wall of the church, or any other public place 
where the charity is to be distributed, this inscription, 
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and to be such ones as the Lucknow one. One's pur¬ 
pose of this inscription is, that it may never be forgot, 
and that if perchance the cash of the interest was not 
paid, that charitable m an could, by seeing such an in¬ 
scription, inquire and represent to the magistrate as to 
bring to account my administrators, trustees, or other 
managers, for having neglected the payment of such 
charity. The third portion of the interest is to serve 
for the relief of the poor of Chandernagore , and to be 
managed by the head of the French church, either 
curate, priest or other j also to be delivered to the 
poor, daily, at a fixed hour, at or near the gate of the 
church Chandcrnayorc . At that place, also, to have 
such carved stone on the wall of the church, with the 
same inscription as at Lucknow in French language, at 
Calcutta in English, and at Lucknow in Persian and 
Hindoo. The inscription to be as said before, viz. : 
The sum of 1,50,000 sicca rupees is the gift of 
Major-General Claude Martin , born at Lyons , aged 

years, and died the month of , in the 

year , and is buried at . Pray 

for his soul ! The interest of that sum is to be di¬ 
vided into three parts, distributed daily for the poors 
of Calcutta, Chandernagore, and Lucktiow, in kind or 
cash, requesting my executors, administrators, or as¬ 
signs, to put those charity on the protection of the 
Government, where they are to be made, and the Su¬ 
preme Court to control it as to see it carried on pro¬ 
perly : I also give and bequeath the sum of one rupee 
per day, or 365 rupees per annum, to each distributor 
of the charity for their trouble of receiving the money, 
buying grain. See., and distributing the charities to the 
poor at the several places, as said before ■ the sum for 
the three places making 985 : also give the sum of fifty 
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sicca rupees for buying papers or other to each manager 

of the charity, making in all this 1,135; adding 65 

rupees more, to be divided between three place for a 

servant cleaning the place, making for all 1,200 sicca 
rupees.” 

By the 24th article the testator gave and bequeathed 
the sum of 2,00,000 sicca rupees to the town of Cal¬ 
cutta, “ for to be put at interest in Government paper 
or the most secure mode possible; and this principal’ 
and interest to be put under the protection of Govern¬ 
ment or the Supreme Court, that they may devise an 

institution the most necessary for the public good of 
the town of Calc,lit « / or establishing; a school for to 
educate a certain number of children of any sex to a 
certain age, and to have them put prentice to some 

profession when at the conclusion of their school, and 

to have them married when at age, and 1 also wish 
every year premium of few rupees or other thing 
and a medal, be given as to the most deserving or’ 

virtuous boy or girl, or both, to such that have cLe 

out of that school, or that are still in it, and this to 
be done on the same day in the month 1 died that 
ay those that are to married, are to be married, and 

Ind li T 77" P r hed 31 tHe SCh ° 01 ' to the boy 

the whole f 7 r h001 ' afterward a public dinner for 
^thef , . a m St t0 te dn ' nk ’ d in norandum 

r ■' Tz;: : ?J;,zv^z y 

General Martin, borne the ~ Y Maj ° r 

who died the day , month, met 

tinning the day, month, and year, and bur'ied at 

little able to J mentionin S P'ace ; and as I am 
able to make any arrangement for such an insti- 
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tution, I am in hope Government or the Supreme 
Court will devise the best institution for the public 
good, and to have it as I said above mentioned, the 
name of the institutor ; after every article of my or 
this will and testament is or are fully settled, and every 
articles provided and paid for, the several pensions or 
other gift, donation, institution and other, any sum 
remaining may be made to serve : first, buy or built a 
house for the institution, as that it may be made per¬ 
manent and perpetual, by securing the interest by Go¬ 
vernment papers, either in India or Europe, that the 
interest annually may support the institution: for this 
reasons I give and bequeath 1,50,000 sicca rupees 
more, according to the proportion that may remain 
after every articles of this testament is fulfilled, then 
this sum to be added for the permanency of that insti¬ 
tution, making the sum of 3,50,000 sicca rupees.” 

In the 25th article the testator gave and bequeathed 
2,00,000 sicca rupees to be deposited in the most se¬ 
cure interest fund in the town of Lyons , in Frayice , 
and the magistrates of that town to have it managed 
under their protection and control, for the foundation 
of an institution to bear the name of Martiniere; and in 
case the 2,00,000 sicca rupees were not sufficient for a 
proper interest to support the institution, and buying 
or building the house therein directed, he gave and 
bequeathed an additional sum of sicca rupees, 

making 2,50,000 sicca rupees ; and he also gave and 
bequeathed the sum of 4,000 sicca rupees to be paid 
to the magistrates of the town of Lyons, to liberate 
from prison so many prisoners for small debts as it 
would extend to. 

The 26th article contained a direction, that if the 
pensions to his legatees should not be regularly paid, 
the sums allowed for daily distribution in charity 
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should be stopped and applied for that purpose, and a 
request that the magistrate of Calcutta or other place, 
or the prince or governor would remove any of his 
executors or trustees that should misbehave them¬ 
selves. 

The 27th article was in these terms:—" My house at 
Calcutta , formerly the Bengal Bank, the one at Cham - 
petal Gant , the one formerly the Manege, the one at 
Intally , are not to be sold, but kept for the estate; also 
my house at Ghandernagore is not to be sold. My 
estate of Nuzuphcur or Martinghur is to be kept: and I 
desire, and it is my wishes, if it is to be put under the 
management of Mr. Joseph Quierose, and also the farm 
I rent from Almcssally ICaun in the Corra districts, with 
also the farm I rent from Bisenout , Qattnmpour , Ma- 
go° y > Nctgur, Panujn, See. These farm are to be con¬ 
tinued farming and indigo to be made on them, follow¬ 
ing the same mode and rule I have adopted, as to have 
the indigo made cheap and good, and by that mode 
very feinfetable. And as to facilitate Mr. Joseph 
Quicrose, he is to have a third share of the benefit ac¬ 
cruing from the neat produce from Europe to Bengal , 
from that indigo." It then proceeds to give more spe¬ 
cific directions as to the carrying on the plantation 
of indigo; and the testator then says,— 14 My house 
at Luckpcrra , or Constantia House, is never to be sold, 
as it is to serve as a monument or tomb for to deposit 
my body in; and the house is to serve as a college, 
or for educating children and men for to learn them 
the English language and religion, those that should 
wishes to be made Christian. At, or by that house, 
the charity, as mentioning in the article 23rd, is to be 
made, and there to be distributed the grain, flour, or 
cash to the poors; and the inscription is to be fixed on 
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the wall of the house, to some place where the poors 
are to assemble and receive the charity. The same sort 
of ceremony is to be made, and inscription wrote, in 
memory of the institutor, as said in the articles 23rd. 
A large sum or establishment will be made and wrote 
in this will and testament to keep the monument in 
good order, and a proper quantity of peoples of every 
denomination for educating children and learning 
English.” 

The 28th article was in these terms :—" I give and 
bequeath the sum of 5,000 sicca rupees, to be paid 
annually to the magistrate or Supreme Court of Cal¬ 
cutta, or to Government. This sum is to serve to pay 
the debt of some poor honest debtor detained in jail 
for small sum, and to pay as many small debt, and 
liberate as many debtor, as the sum can extend. This 
liberation is to be made the day month I died, as a 
commeration of the donor; and as being a soldier, I 
would wish to prefer liberating any poor officers or 
other military men detain for small preferable to any 
other. And I also give and bequeath the sum of 1,000 
sicca rupees, to be paid yearly, and to make a distri¬ 
bution of it to the poor prisoners remaining in jail, on 
the same day as the one mentioned above, both sums 
making 6,000 rupees every year." 

In the 29th article the testator gave several small 
bequests. 

In the 30th article the testator directed that his 
body should be embalmed and deposited in a coffin of 
Sisso wood, in the cave of his house at Constantia, 
which is not to be sold, and it also contained very spe¬ 
cific directions for the care of his house, for the pen¬ 
sion of his servants who were to keep it, for the pri¬ 
vileges of the two women, Bovblone and Sally , if they 
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should choose to live there, and a provision of 4,000 
rupees for their tombs if they should choose to be 
buried there. 

The 31st article contained directions for the build¬ 
ing of Constantia House, if it should not be finished at 
his death. 

The 32nd article commences—“ For to keep Lack - 
parra House, or Constantia House, as a College for 
instructing young men in the English language, and 
taking care of my tomb, which house was properly my 
reason for having built it, wanting at first, to make it 
for my tomb or monument, and a house for a school or 
college for learning young men the English language 
and Christian religion, if they find themselves inclined; 
but as now the house is of such an extensive plan, it 
may serve after my death to lodge for a certain num¬ 
ber of day strangers, coming to Lucknow , but never to 
remain in it above two months, as to give room to 
other comer, and not to be the permanent residence 
of any one, only to be temporarily and for a few days ; 
on this I am in hope, if the gentleman does not mind 
the requisition of the Derogah Matchow or his substi¬ 
tute, that they will be made to quit the place by the 
superior power of the country, whom I request will 
take under its protection that establishment, and pro¬ 
tect and support the Derogah in the management of 
it.” It then proceeds to give specific directions as to 
the establishment to be kept up at Constantia House, 
the management of his farms by Mr. Joseph Quierose, 
or by an P.uropean superintendent if Mr. Quierose 
should refuse the trust, and the remittance of the pro¬ 
duce to Europe. 

In the 33rd article the testator proceeds thus:—“I 
nominate, by this my will and testament, Messrs. 
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Joseph Quierose; the house of Messrs. Barber, Palmer r 
Messrs. Jacques, Maximin , Deverinne and Sons ; the 
house of Messrs. Ha?nilton and Aberdeen, and to com¬ 
municate in Europe to my nephew or relation, for my 
executors, administrators, assigns, or trustees; and l 
request that they will be strict in having every articles 
of this will and testament to be strictly and regularly 
executed, and to have copy made for each executors, 
administrators, &c., and one to be deposited in the 
Supreme Court, to which I recommend my executors, 
administrators, assigns, or trustees, to put this said 
will and testament under theirs protection, or ten¬ 
der the protection of Government if necessary* lodg¬ 
ing or disposing all my ready cash and papers, money 
and other valuable property, in the Honourable Com¬ 
pany’s treasure, for better security, placing all the 
several sum mentioned in this said will at interest in 

* 

the Honourable Company fund, or by buying the in¬ 
terest paper, as being the most secure funds j or if ever 
the Honourable Company do not receive any cash at 
interest, then to have it placed in the English fund, 
bearing interest} in short, to take all the best measure' 
for securing the property of my estate, that the several 
pensions, gifts, establishment and other, may be regu¬ 
larly paid. My brother, Louis Martin , is to be joined 
as one of my executors, administrators, assigns, or 
trusty} and in his default to nominate my nephew, 
son of Pierre Martin , as any others in succession, as 
to have one of my relation joined in the execution of 
my will and testament; and I request Mr. Joseph 
Quierose to translate the said will, and send one to my 
relation in French, and one to Messrs. Deverinne. I 
have tied with a green ribbon an abstract of articles ot 
list of the sums to be paid as pension monthly and. 
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annually, and the several sum for establishment and 
others. This list is already mentioned in this will at 
article ist, and at article 17th. I have also tied to 
this will an abstract ledger for the year, by which it 
will appear that I am worth thirty-three hundred thou¬ 
sand six hundred and eighty thousand sicca rupees. 
All my account will be found in my offices, as per 

list, with Mr.-. The ledger will shew what due 

to me, and what owing, and all other property in India 
and in Europe ; and I request my same agent in Eng¬ 
land to be employed, Messrs. 'William Thomas Raickcs 
and Co., and Messrs. William Paxton and Co. After 
all accounts being settled, and sum insured for the in¬ 
terest for the payment of the several monthly pension, 
and the several payment of gift and others, as also the 
several establishment, if a surplus above £100,000 
sterling, or about ten lacks of sicca rupees, remain of 
my estate, that above surplus of ten lacks of sicca 
rupees is to be divided in such a manner as to increase 
the several establishment of Calcutta , at Lyo?is f and 
Lucknow, as that they may be permanent, and exist 
for ever. Besides the sum allowed for finishing all the 
building and other of Constantia House, which I sup¬ 
pose may amount to 2,00,000 sicca rupees, I also 
give and bequeath the sum of 1,00,000 sicca rupees 
for the support of the college and other school, to be 
regulated as the Calcutta Establishment, as per articles 
24, as also as the establishment at Lyons , articles 25. 
The gift for the poor of Lucknow, to conducted as 
mentioned in articles 23. I also give and bequeath 
the sum of 4,000 rupees to be paid annually, for to li¬ 
berate as many prisoner for debt at Lucknow as it may 
extend j find if none, then that sum is to remain to the 
estate. Any sum remaining is to be placed at interest 
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for to accumulate and improve the several establish¬ 
ment and concern of indigo.” 

The article contained several specific bequests 

of jewellery, and mourning-rings, to his women and 
executors, and contained a provision for the payment 
to his executors, administrators, &c., of the usual com¬ 
mission, and as the Supreme Court should think ne¬ 
cessary for their trouble. 

This Will, together with the abstracts, was duly 
proved by Gavin Ha?nilton , Alexander Aberdeen , John 
Caulfield , John Palmer , and Joseph Quierose, in the 
Supreme Court at Calcutta , in the year 1800. It was 
also proved in the Prerogative Court of the Arch¬ 
bishop of Canterbury, by the same executors, with the 
exception of Gavin Hamilton , on the 18th of July 1803; 
by Louis Martin, the testator’s half-brother, on the 
5th of April r8o2; and on his death letters of adminis¬ 
tration to the testator, with his Will annexed, were 
taken out by the Appellant, Ckristophe Martin, on the 
13th August 1817. 

For the purpose of having the several charities men¬ 
tioned by the testator, established, and for carrying 
into execution the trusts of his Will, four suits were 
instituted in the Supreme Court of Judicature, at Port 

William in Bengal. 

The first was an information and bill, filed on the 
20th June 1816, by Edward Stredtell, Esquire, the 
then Advocate-General for the East India Company, 
at the relation of John Martin Wickins against Palmer 
and Deverinne , two of the executors, for an account of 
the personal estate of the testator, and for the purpose 
of carrying into effect the direction contained in the 
24th article of his Will, for the establishment of the 
charitable institution in the town of Calcutta. The 
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defendants having filed their answers to this informa¬ 
tion, the cause came on to be heard on the 2nd A T o- 
vember 1816, when the Supreme Court established the 
charitable bequest to the town of Calcutta , and directed 
the sum of two lacs of sicca rupees, confessed to be in 
the hands of Palmer, to be paid into Court, and applied 
in establishing that charity ; and ordered the Master of 
the Supreme Court to approve of a proper scheme to 
effectuate such charitable purpose, and the Master was 
to take the usual accounts of the personal estate of the 
testator, and of his debts, legacies, and funeral ex¬ 
penses ; and the Supreme Court directed a commission 
to issue to receive the claims of the legatees in Great 
Britain , Ireland , and France ; and ordered the costs of 
the suit to be taxed, and paid out of the fund in the 
hands of the executor, John Palmer. 

The second suit was instituted on the 26th August 
1818, in the same Court, in the name of Adam Petre 
Eustache Godinot , Mayor of Lyons , acting in behalf 
for, and in the name of, the community of the city of 
Lyons , against Palmer and Deverinne , the executors of 
Claude Martin , praying that he might, on behalf of the 
city, be at liberty to receive the several legacies men¬ 
tioned in the 25th article of the testator’s Will, with in¬ 
terest j that a provision might be made to enable the 
community of the city, or its magistrates to receive 
4,000 rupees per annum , to be applied as directed by 
the testator ; that his landed property at Calctitta and 
Chandernagore, might be declared to be personal pro¬ 
perty ; and that Palmer and Deverinne should give an 
account of his real and personal property j and that 
the city of Lyons might be declared entitled to one- 
third of the clear residue of it. 

On the 4th August 1819, the defendants put in their 
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answer, in which the accounts of the estate were set out 
RfAYor OF at great length. 

East*India The thlrd suit was instituted on the 22nd October 

‘Company. by the appellant, Christophe Martin, one of the 

legatees named in the Will of General Martin, and the 
son and executor sous benefice d'inventaire of Louis 
Martin, the testator’s half-brother, and Marie Ves- 
granges Martin, the widow, Pierre Ballotfett and Clau- 
dxne his wife, the daughter, and Francois Martin, 
the youngest son of Louis Martin, all of whom claimed 
beneficial interest under the Will, against Robert Span - 
kie, Esq., the then Advocate-General, Palmer and 
Deverinne . In this suit the plaintiffs insisted that 
Louis Martin was entitled under the Mahomedan law, 
to all the testator’s undisposed-of real and personal 
eatate; that upon his death they succeeded to his 
right as his representatives and legatees; and they 
prayed for an account of the testator’s real estate, 
that his real estate, wheresoever situate in India, might 
be sold ; that Palmer and Deverinne might be charged 
with the loss arising from their negligence 5 and that 
the plaintiffs might be declared entitled to all sums 
invested for the payment of pensions and annui¬ 
ties, as the pensioners and annuitants might re 7 
spectively die, and that the principal might be secured 
in the meantime: that Palmer and Deverinne should 
deposit all securities and title-deeds with the Account¬ 
ant-General ; and that the plaintiffs might be de¬ 
clared entitled to their legacies and all the undisposed 
residue of the testator's estate, and also to a legacy to 
his half-brother Pierre Martin , which had lapsed by the 
death of Pierre Martin in the lifetime of the testator. 

The defendants, Palmer and Deverinne , on the 4th 
March 1819, put in their answer to this bill, in which 
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they admitted their receipt of very large sums, in re¬ 
spect of the testator’s personal estate, and of the rents 
and profits of his real estate in the provinces in India, 
subject to the East India Company in Calcutta , and in 
Chandernagore ; but they stated that Joseph Quicrose 
had taken possession of, and received the rents and 
profits of, the testator’s real estate, in the province of 
the A r abob Vizier , and that Louis Martin had taken 
possession of the testator’s personal estate, public 
funds, and stock of the East India Company, out of 
which he ought to have discharged the legacies to the 
testator’s relations in France j and that Palmer had 
remitted to England two lacs of rupees, amounting to 
£25,833. 6. 8. sterling to Messrs- Paxton, Cockerell, 
Traill and Co. of London, to pay the Mayor of Lyons, 
and that a suit had been instituted against Messrs. 
Paxton , Cockerell , Traill and Co., by the appellant, 
Christophe Martin ; and the Mayor of Lyons , in the 
Court of Chancery in England for that sum. 

The fourth suit was instituted on the 19th February 
1819, by Palmer and Dcverinne, the two defendants in 
the former suits, filing a cross bill against the appel¬ 
lants Christophe Marlin, Marie Dcsgranges Martin, 
Pierre Ballojfett and Claudine his wife, and Francois 
Martin , in which they stated that Louis Martin had, in 
the character of executor of Claude Martin , possessed' 
himself of various sums of stock, and other property, 
and prayed for an account, in the usual manner, of the 
property of Claude Martin , which had thus come into 
the hands of Louis Martin. 

The answers of the defendants to this bill, were 
taken under a commission, and were not filed until 
about the 24th July 1823. That of the appellants 
Christophe Marlin , Marie Pesgranges Marlin , and 
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Francois Martin, admitted that Christophe Martin had 
obtained letters of administration to Claude Martin, 
from the Prerogative Court of Canterbury ; and Chris? 
lophe Martin stated, that it appeared from Louis Mar* 
tms accounts, that he had possessed himself of stock 
belonging to the testator, Claude Martin, , to the amount 
of £ 45 > 7 ° 7 * 9 - 5 « sterling, or thereabouts, with which 
it appeared, that he had paid all the testator's lega¬ 
cies to his relations in France , except one to Pierre 
Martin , who died in the testator's lifetimej but they 
denied that they had possessed themselves of any part 
of the property of Claude Martin , or Louis Martin , be¬ 
cause the succession of Louis had, by the laws of 
France, been accepted, sous benefice d i inventaire j and 
they submitted that what was due from the estate of 
Louis to that of Claude Martin , ought to be paid into 
the hands of Claude’s executors in Europe , but they 
stated that such account was the subject of a suit at 
that time in the French tribunal. 

The answer of Tierre Ballojfett and Claudine his 
wife, was to a similar effect; except that they admitted 
having received 40,000 francs from Louis Martin , on 
account of the legacy Ieft|to Claudine , by the testator 
Claude Martin, 

No account of the application of the sum of ,£45,707. 
9. 5., was ever given to the Supreme Court, though 
in a subsequent stage of the proceedings, an admission 
was stated to have been made by the French legatees, 
before the Master, of their having received from Louis 
Martin their legacies, amounting to 1,85,000 rupees, 
or about £23,125 sterling. 

On the 16th August 1819, by an order of the Su¬ 
preme Court, the three first-mentioned causes, of the 
Advocate-General v. Palmer , the Mayor of Lyons v. 
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Palmer , and Martin v. the Advocate-General, were 
consolidated, and the Master was directed to take an 
account of the rents and profits of the testator’s real 
estates out of Calcutta , come to the defendant’s pos¬ 
session ; that the parties to the two latter suits, should 
be parties to the account then taking in the Master’s 
Office, in the suit of the Advocate-General v. Palmer , 
and be bound by it j that the Master should make one 
report in the three causes; and that 20,000 rupees 
should be paid out of the assets in the hands of the 
executors, to the agent of the Mayor of Lyons , on 
account of the legacy mentioned in the 25th clause of 
the Will, for the liberation of prisoners at Lyons. 

On the 25th November 1822, the Master made his 
report in the three consolidated suits, whereby he found 
that the personal estate of the testator, and the rents 
and profits of his real estate, as well out of, as in Cal¬ 
cutta, and come to the hands of Palmer and Deverinne , 
after giving credit for necessary disbursement, and 
making all just allowances, amounted, on the 31st 
October then last, to sicca rupees 28,55,963. 5. 4., 
and the particulars of which he therein set forth ; and 
after stating, that he caused the usual advertisements 
for creditors and legatees to be made, but that no 
creditor or legatee had come in before him (the several 
claims under the 25th article of the testator’s Will having 
been satisfied under the commission directed in the first- 
memtioned suit, and that the sum of .€25,833. 6. 8. was 
admitted to have been paid by Palmer on account of 
such claims), he proceeded to set forth who were the 
several persons next of kin of the testator at the time 
of his decease. 

This report was confirmed without opposition, on 
the 29th November 1822. 
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On the 2nd December 1822 a decree on further di¬ 
rections was made by the Supreme Court, by which 
it declared, that Palmer and Deverinne had fully ac¬ 
counted, and ordered them to pay in the balance in 
their hands, and that thereupon they should be abso¬ 
lutely discharged, and exonerated from the trusts and 
executorship of General Claude Martin's Will, and that 
the Accountant-General should be appointed receiver 
of his real estates; and then, after directing some In¬ 
quiries as to a supposed indemnity-bond from Palmer , 
which on inquiry was found never to have been given, 
it declared, that interest was payable on the 2,00,00d 
rupees bequeathed to the town of Calcutta , from the 
30th September 1801, being twelve months from the 
testator’s death, to the 6th September 1816, when that 
sum was paid into Court by Paliner and Deverinne } 
and it directed the Master to inquire whether the estate 
of the testator, was adequate and sufficient to pay the 
additional bequest of r,50,000 rupees, given by the 24th 
article of the Will to the town of Calcutta , after pro¬ 
viding for every other article of it, and for the payment 
of the annual pensions, gifts and institutions therein 
mentioned; and if the Master should so find, it declared 
the town of Calcutta entitled to this additional sum, with 
interest from the time the assets should be found suf- 
ficent for such payment. It then proceeded to establish, 
in a similar manner, the bequests to the city of Lyo?is, 
and to direct the payment, with interest, credit being 
given for so much of them as had been already paid, 
and to direct the Master, to inquire what principal sum 
would be sufficient to raise sicca rupees 4,000 annually, 
for the liberation of prisoners detained at Lyons , for 
small debts, and the rates of interest borne by the 
Government securities, in which the funds of the tes- 
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tator had been invested, since they came into the hands 

of Palmer ■ and the Accountant-General was ordered to 
pay, and allow interest on the bequests to Calcutta and 
Lyons accordingly; and the Master was ordered to in¬ 
quire and set apart, a certain sum for the payment of 
the testator's annual and monthly pensions, and 4000 
rupees for Boulonc's and Sally's tombs, as directed by 
the 3 o th article of the Will; and to inquire what sums 
ad been already expended, and what would be suf¬ 
ficient for the keeping up the establishment at Con. 
stanUa House, and provide for the repairs of the tes¬ 
tator’s, Sally's and Boulone's tombs; and that such 
sums should be set apart, together with that necessary 
for the payment of the pensions in the first instance. 
The Master was also to ascertain, whether the foun- 
dation and establishment of the College, by the 33rd 
clause of the Will directed, to be attached to the foun¬ 
dation of the house, and the bequest of 4,000 sicca 
rupees annum, for the liberation of prisoners for 
debt at Lucknow, could, with reference to the intentions 
of the testator, and the sanction and disposition of the 
Government at Lucknow, be carried into effect, and 
in what manner; and if it could, he was to allow 
interest on .,00,000 sicca rupees, bequeathed for the 
establishment of the College, from the 30th September 
.80, ; and he was to inquire the amount of the prin¬ 
cipal which would produce 4 ,ooo rupees annually, in 
the same way as for the sum bequeathed for the prismi- 
rs at Lyons; and to inquire what sums of money had 
been paid to, or received by, Louis Mart,,,, or by any 
person on h,s behalf, or his representatives, and how 
the same and every part thereof, had been applied and 
disposed of; and also to inquire who were the five 
poorest relations and nearest of kin of the testator, and 
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to set apart 20,000 rupees with interest for them, ac¬ 
cording to the 20th article of the Will j and he was to 
inquire whether the Will was duly executed and attested 
according to the Statute of Frauds, so as to pass real 
estates at Calcutta ; and it declared the proceeds of a 
house mortgaged to the testator, and sold since his 
death, to be personal estate ; and it declared that the 
real estate of the testator, situate in Calcutta , was of 
the nature of freehold estate, and that the heir-at-law 
of the testator, according to the law of England, was 
entitled thereto, and to the rents and profits thereof, 
if the Will was not duly executed; and the Master was 
to inquire who was the testator’s heir-at-law and next 
of kin, according to the English and Mahomedan laws, 
and what was the domicile of the testator in h, life¬ 
time, and at the time of his death 5 and whether by 
the laws and usages obtained at Lucknow, the inheritance 
and succession of deceased persons, being European 
Christians, were regulated by the Mahomedan law or 
by the law of the place or country of the birth, or y 
what other law or usage; and the Master was to report 
whether there would be any residue of the testator s 
estate, and directions were given for taxing the cost 


f all parties- . 

In October 1828 the Master made a separate repor 

lS to the payment of the pensions, to the dlff " en ‘ le ^‘ 

ees then living. On the 3rd February 1830, the Master 

nade his general report, by which, after stating th 

ate of interest in the Government securities, during 

he periods he was directed by the decree, he found 

hat 311,300 sicca rupees were sufficient for the pay- 

nent of the legatees and annuitants then living; a 
:he bequest of the sum of 4,000 sicca rupees for thn 
liberation of the prisoners at Lucknow could not be 
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rled into effect ; that the Will was signed, sealed, and 
delivered as his Will by the testator in the presence 
of three witnesses j that the annexed pedigree showed 
that Mane Dcsg ranges Martin, Christophe Durand 
Fleune Martin, Charles Cavicr , Marie Martin , and 
Catherine Charlotte Martin, were the next of kin and 
personal representatives by the law of England of the 
testator, and that by the Maho medan law, (which makes 
no distinction between heirs and next of kin,) the 
property of the testator would be divided as therein 
mentioned ; that at the time of his death the testator 
was domiciled at Lucknow; that sicca rupees 68,698 
would be a proper sum for repairing the establishment 
at Constantia House, and that sicca rupees 2,01,000 
would be sufficient for keeping up the establishment, and 
providing for the repairs of the buildings and tombs 
there; and that there was not before him sufficient 
evidence to decide, whether the foundation and estab¬ 
lishment of the College, directed to be attached to the 
establishment at Constantia House, could, with refe¬ 
rence to the disposition or sanction of the Lucknow 
Government, be carried into effect ; but as no further 
evidence was likely to be obtained, he attached to his 
report the evidence relating thereto. 

The evidence annexed to this report, consisted of a 

correspondence between the officers of Government, 

and the Master, and the copies of two letters from the 

Resident at Lucknow to Government, the first of which 
was as follows: — 
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' To O. Swinton, Esq., Secretary to the Government, m 

the Political Department, Fort William. 

“Sir, 

I have the honour to acknowledge your letter of 
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the 28th ultimo, with its enclosure, directing me to 
report if any correspondence had taken place sub¬ 
sequent to the 4th April 1818, relative to certain be¬ 
quests of the late General Martin. 

“I beg you will inform his Excellency the Right 
Honourable the Vice-President in Council, that I do 
not find in the records, any correspondence on these 
subjects, subsequent to that date; but I have reason 
to believe my predecessors had, and I myself have had, 
frequent conversation with his Majesty relative to 
these bequests, and a disinclination has ever been 
evinced to allowing them to be carried into effect, 
arising principally from that feeling so general among 
the native powers of India, that it would derogate from 
-their dignity, and be a reflection on their liberality and 
on their power, to allow even an Individual in their 
own dominions, much less a subject of a foreign.State, 
to found institutions which, in their opinion, are the 
exclusive privilege and right, of rulers. 

“To the objections thus raised are to be attributed 
the hitherto silence regarding General Martin*s most 
charitable and liberal purposes ■ and I am not yet 
prepared to hold out expectations that the King of Oude 
will consent to carry the intentions into effect $ but I 
shall endeavour to impress on his mind, that his dignity 
and liberality cannot be injured by his sanctioning that 
which will so benefit the rising generation, and the 
present poorj and as that without his sanction, and 
indeed warm assistance, General Martin's Will cannot 
be fulfilled, whatever praise and respect may be given 
to the charitable founder, will, in much greater degree, 
be reflected on his Majesty, who, after the lapse of so 
long a period, and notwithstanding the many prejudices 
against the measure, has, from his own innate philan- 
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thropic feeling, effected the so-ni uch-wished-for ob¬ 
jects. 

“I have, &c. 

(Signed) “ M. RICKETTS, Resident. 

“Lucknow Residency, 19th May 1827.” 
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The second letter from the same party to Mr. Sterling 
was in these terms:— 

“Sir, 

“I have now the honour to acknowledge the receipt 
of your letter of the 30th May last, enclosing copy of 
a letter from the Master of the Supreme Court, and to 
forward a copy and translation of a letter just received 
from the King of Oude , after several personal and 
written applications on the subject to him, relative to 
the charities proposed to be established within his 
Majesty’s dominions, under the will of the late General 
Martin. The King of Oude is far from being anxious 
for the establishment of these charities, and declines 
altogether to receive the sum proposed for the liberation 
of debtors, under the plea, that those in confinement 
are principally for the crime of theft and murder j but 
his Majesty makes no objection to the establishment 
of the College within the precincts of Constantia House, 
though he holds out no expectation of encouraging this 
so charitable and beneficial an institution by his coun¬ 
tenance and support. 

“ I have, &c. 

(Signed) “ M. Rickeits, Resident. 

“ Lucknow Residency, 4 Sep. 1828." 


The enclosed letter of the King of Oude was dated 
21 st Suffer 1244. 11.(3 September 1828) to the address of 
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M, Ricketts, Esq., Resident at Lucknow , and w^s as. 
follows:— 

“ I have received your letter of the 23 Zeehijjah 1243 
Hijte (7 tJ > July 1828), and official note of • the 13th 
Suffer 1244. H. (26th August ), on the subject of carrying 
rnto effect the charities of the late General Martin, and' 
establishing a college agreeably to his Will, and in con¬ 
formity to the instructions of the Honourable the 
Governor-General in Council. 

“The case is, that the prisoners at Lucknow are iij* 
most instances confined for theft and murdeF, and con¬ 
sequently their release is impracticable 5. but I have na 
objection to allow the establishment of- a college within- 
the precincts of Constantia House.’*" 

Two exceptions were taken to this report on behalf 
of the appellant, the Mayor of Lyons'. —First, that the 

Master had found the testator domiciled in Lucknow,. 

% • 

whereas, as a military officer continuing in the service 
of the East India Company, he had acquired and rei 
tained the domicile of a British subject; and secondly,, 
because he had not found whether the intentions of the- 
testator as to the College at Lucknow, could be carried 
into effect. 

On the 1st March 18301 these exceptions were al¬ 
lowed, and on the 19th July 183a; the Master made hi» 
amended report, by which, amongst other things, he 
found that the sum of 2,68,500 rupees would be sufficient 
to be appropriated for the payment of the superintendent 
and other persons, directed by the testator to be employ¬ 
ed about Constantia House ; that he had been unable to» 
ascertain what had been received by Louis Martin:,- feyt 
that, by the admission of the parties, legacies had been 
paid by him of which a list was annexed, amounting to 
1,85,000 . rupees, or about ,£23,125; that there was no 
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evidence adduced, by which he could report who were 
the five poorest relations of the testator, or who was 
his heir-at-law, or his heir-at-law by the English law; 
and with reference to the domicile of the testator, he 
reported that he was a Frenchman by birth, and he also 
reported at considerable length the circumstances of his 
entering the military service of the East rndiaCompany, 
and Nabob of Oudc, and of his residing at Lucknow . 
And he further reported that the legacies and chari¬ 
table bequests, except the one to Pierre Martin, which 
had lapsed, had been paid, and that there was then, in 
the hands of the Accountant-General, to the credit of 
the cause, sicca rupees 17,51,153. n. 10., from which, 
if the several sums set out in detail, tc be appropriated 
for the keeping up the establishment and college at 
Constantia House, for the liberation of prisoners, and 
for other purposes, in obedience to the testator’s Will, 
were deducted, there would remain a residue of rupees 
3.48,797. 9. 10.; but if the Court should be of opi¬ 
nion that the Will was duly executed, so as to pass real 
estates at Calcutta, the further sum of 2,48,400 sicca 
rupees must be deducted from this sum, so as to leave 
an ultimate sum of rupees 1,00,397. 9* >0. 

On the 4th November 1830, the three consolidated 
causes came on for hearing on further directions, and 
they were argued on that, and several following days. 
The Court took time to consider its judgment, which 
it delivered on the 7th February 1831. Two sets of Mi- 
.nqtes of this decree were afterwards delivered out by 
the Registrar of the Supreme Court: no decree was 
however drawn up from them, and two petitions for a 
re-hearing were presented, one by the appellant, the 
Mayor of Lyons, and the other by the appellants, the 
next of kin of the testator. 
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The three consolidated causes were accordingly re¬ 
heard, together with the cross cause of Palmer v. Mar¬ 
tin, which was heard on bill and answers, on the 8th 
and several following days in July 1831. No judg¬ 
ment was then pronounced, but the causes were, on the 
25th July, ordered to stand over, and a reference was 
directed to the Master, to inquire whether the Gover¬ 
nor-General in Council, had the means of giving effect 
to the charitable intention, and directions in the said 
Will mentioned, respecting the testator's tomb, and 
Constantia House, in case the Court should decree 
the funds which might be applicable under the Will, 
to be placed at the disposal of the Governor-Gene¬ 
ral in Council, or any person or persons, duly autho¬ 
rized, and appointed by the Governor-General in Coun¬ 
cil, to receive the same; and whether the Governor- 
General in Council was willing, and would consent to 
receive and appoint any person, or persons in Calcutta, 
to receive the funds or the interest arising thereon for 
the purposes aforesaid. 

On the 5U1 November 1831, the Master made his 
report, by which he found that the Governor-General 
was willing to receive and apply such sums, as the 
Court might decide, to be applicable to the Lucknow 
bequest of General Claude Martin ; and he annexed a 
copy of the correspondence between the attorney to 
the East India Company and the secretary to the Go¬ 
vernment, to his report, and which was as follows:— 
“To G. Swinton , Esq., Chief Secretary to Govern¬ 
ment, Political Department. 

'‘Sir, 

"The Supreme Court having expressed a wish, to 
know whether the Government would lend its aid fct* 
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carry into effect, certain provisions of the Will of the 
late General Claude Martin , I beg to state for the in¬ 
formation, of the Honourable the Vice-President in 
Council, that the Will contains the accompanying clause 
relative to the Luckaparah or Constantia House at 
Lucknow. In consequence of the reference made by the 
Judges to the Advocate-General, I am requested by 
him to ascertain for their information, whether the 
Government will afford its aid, to carry the objects of 
the enclosed clause of the Will into effect, particularly 
as it regards the establishment of a college therein 
mentioned, and the disbursement of the funds, which 
may be appropriated for keeping up the establishment, 
if any such be formed. Owing to Luckaparah or Con¬ 
stants House being out of the British territories, the 
Supreme Court is unable to exercise any control or su¬ 
perintendence over any such establishment there, as is 
mentioned in the General Martin's will, and is there¬ 
fore desirous, before making any decree, relative to the 
keeping up of the house, or the formation or other¬ 
wise of such a college, to know whether the Govern¬ 
ment will afford any aid upon the subject. 

“I am, &c. 

“ R. Molloy, 

“Officiating Attorney to 

“ Fort William, “the Honourable Company. 

“ 30th November 1830.” 
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“To R' Molloy , Esq., Acting Attorney to the Honour¬ 
able Company. 

“ Sir, 3 

" I am directed by the Honourable the Vice-Presi¬ 
dent in Council, to transmit to you a copy of the reply 
which has been received from the Secretary in attend- 
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&t>Ce on the Governor-General, to the reference on the 
subject of your letter to my address of the 30th No¬ 
vember last* 

f * 1 have, &c. 

“GgORGR SWINTON, 

" Ccrundl Chamber, “ Chief Secretary to Government. 

“ jth Jatiuary 1831 /’ 


*/ To (xt Sainton, Esq., Chief Secretary to Government, 

■Fort William. 

“ Sir, 

t *' I am directed to acknowledge the receipt of yout 
letter dated the 3rd instant, and in reply, to state that 
the Governor-Genera! has no hesitation, in authorizing 
a+f assurance to* be conveyed to the Supreme Court, 
that the services Of the British officers at Luckuoto, will 
always be available, to superintend any public establish¬ 
ment which the Court may adjudge to be required, for 
the execution of the Will of’ the late General Clauds 
Martin, and to control the appropriation of any fund^, 
or allowances which may be assigned by the Court 
for that purpose. • 

“I have, &c. 

“ H. T. Prinsep, 

u General Camp, “ Secretary to the Government. 

■" Arnwood, Bundlecund, 

“ December 28th 1830." 


“ To G. Swinton , Esq., Chief Secretary to Government. 
• " Sir, - 

. I-beg to acknowledge the receipt of your letter of 
the: tf. th Jqmlary- last, With its enclosure, herrig a eOpy 
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Of a letter from the secretary to the Governor-General, 
in which it is stated, that the Governor-General has 
no hesitation in authorizing an assurance to be con¬ 
veyed to the Supreme Court, that the services of the 
British officers at Lucknow, will always be available to 
superintend any public establishment, which the Court 
may judge to be required, for the execution of the Will 
of the late General Claude Martin , and to control the 
appropriation of any funds or allowances, which may 
be assigned by the Court for that purpose. This has 
been duly communicated by the Advocate-General to 
the Judges of the Supreme Court, who have proposed 
to make it a part of their decree, that the Supreme 
Court is incompetent, and unable by itself, to give 
effect to the other bequests for charitable establish¬ 
ments and institutions at Lucknow, which is a place 
beyond the jurisdiction of this Court, and not form¬ 
ing any part of the Presidency of Fort William, in 
Bengal ; but that the Governor-General of Fort Wil¬ 
liam, has at present the means, and is able to give 
effect to the same, and hath signified to the Court, 
through the Advocate-General of the East India Com¬ 
pany, that the said Governor-General in Council is 
willing for that purpose to receive and apply such 
sums as the Court may decide to be lawfully applica¬ 
ble for those purposes. The Chief Justice called on 
the Advocate-General to state, whether this was the 
proper construction to put upon the passage I have 
cited, from the letter of the secretary of the Governor- 
General to a question of this kind; the Advocate-Ge¬ 
neral did not feel himself at liberty to give any answer, 
but by a reference to the words of the letter itself; 
which he thought sufficiently explicit. The Chief 
Justice, however, requested him to obtain the opinion 
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of Government on the subject, and to ascertain whe¬ 
ther the meaning conveyed in the words of the pro* 
posed decree is that which the Governor-General in¬ 
tended to convey in the letter ; at his request, there* 
fore, I communicate this question'to you; and you 
will oblige him by submitting it to the consideration 
of the Government; he begs me to express the un¬ 
willingness he feels at giving this trouble ; but on a 
subject so much out of his own province, and so en¬ 
tirely of a political nature, he feels it would be im¬ 
proper in him to take any step except under the di¬ 
rection of Government. 

“ I have, &c. 

u R. Molloy, 

“ Officiating Attorney to 

“Fort William, “ the Honourable Company. 

“ *8th yuue 1831.” 


"To R. Molloy, Esq., Acting Attorney to the Honour¬ 
able Company. 

"Sir, 

M I am directed to acknowledge the receipt of you? 
letter of the 18th instant, and to acquaint you in reply, 
that a reference on the subject of it will be made to the 
Right Honourable the Governor-General, and the 
result be communicated to you, for the information of 
the Advocate-General. 

“ 1 have the honour to be, &c. 

"George Swimton/ 

“ Council Chamber, “Chief Secretary to Government. 

“ 22nd July 1831.” 
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f ‘To R. Molloy , Esq., Acting Attorney to the Honour¬ 
able Company. 

“ Sir, 

“With reference to my letter of the 22nd July last, 
I am directed to inform you, that an answer has been 
received from the Right Honourable the Governor- 
General, to the reference made to him, on the subject 
of the construction, to be put on the terms of Mr. Se¬ 
cretary Prinsep's letter of the 28th December 1S30; 
his lordship has observed in reply, that although he 
would have preferred, that the Supreme Court should 
have declared, what particular establishment and in¬ 
stitution should be maintained at Lucknow, so that the 
duty of the Government officers should be confined, to 
the execution of the Court’s order and decree con¬ 
cerning them, still, if the Court desire to leave the 
entire matter, as affects the Lucknow bequests of Gene¬ 
ral Claude Martin, to the Government, his lordship 
sees no objection to the transfer of this duty, to the 
agent of the Governor-General at that capital. 1 am 
accordingly directed to state in the words of proposed 
decree, that the Government is willing to receive and 
apply such sums, as the Court may decide to be ap¬ 
plicable to such purposes. 

“ 1 have the honour, &c. 

“ George Swinton, 

“Fort William, “Chief Secretary to Government. 

“2nd September 1831.” 

The report of the Master was confirmed by an order 
of Court, on the 29th November 1831. 

On the 23rd February 1832, the Court made its 
decree in all the four cases. The principal parts of this 
decree, which was divided into nineteen articles, were, 
that the Court found in the second article, that the 
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testator General Martin , was at the time of his death 
an alien, who had acquired an English domicile, during 
his service under the United Company, and the Bri¬ 
tish Company in India, which domicile he retained at 
the time of his death. In the third article it found, 
that the testator at the time of his death had no rela¬ 
tions by the whole blood, nor any heir-at-law, accord¬ 
ing to the English law. In the fourth article it found, 
the different persons who were his next of kin, accord¬ 
ing to the law of England. 

In the fifth article the Court declared, that the Will 
was duly executed in the presence of three credible 
witnesses, in such manner as would be sufficient, ac¬ 
cording to the English law, to pass real estates; but 
that the testator having been by birth a subject of the 
King of France, and at the time of his death an alien, 
his lands and houses at Calcutta {except his interest ii» 
the Chand Paul Ghaut House, which was held by him 
in mortgage, and which had been declared to be per¬ 
sonal estate, by the decree of the- 2nd December 1822) 
did not pass by his Will; but that there were not 
proper parties to the suits, nor sufficient evidence 
before the Court, as to the lands or houses, or other 
immoveable property situate beyond the boundaries: of 
Calcutta , but in places which at the time of the death 
of the testator were within the Presidency of Fort Wil 
Ham, or some of the provinces subject to or forming 
part of the Presidency, to enable the Court to deter¬ 
mine whether the same could or did pass by the Will $ 
and as the Attorney-General was not resident within 
the jurisdiction of the Court, there was no party to 
the suit who had made any claim to the lands and 
houses, or other real or immoveable property; and 
on the part of the Crown it directed the Receiver t<* 
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receive the rents and profits, of the said immoveable 
property, both within Calcutta as out of it, in the Pre¬ 
sidency of Fort William, and to pay the same into the 
hands of the Accountant-General of the Court. 

The decree then proceeded in the sixth article, to 
give directions, that the amount of the rents and profits 
of such immoveable estate, together with the accumu¬ 
lations thereon, should be carried to a separate account, 
to abide any claim which might thereafter be made on 
behalf of the Crown, and that the future rents and pro¬ 
fits and produce of sales of such immoveable property, 
should be carried to the same account. 

In the seventh article the Court declared, that the 
intent and meaning of the testator was, that the pay¬ 
ment of his debts and legacies should first be made, 
and a sufficient sum set apart and secured for the pay¬ 
ment of the several pensions, and for the completing 
and maintaining of the several buildings, charitable 
institutions, and establishments in the Will mentioned, 
or so many of them as could be lawfully, and effectually, 
established, and maintained; and for the payment of 
all salaries, wages and allowances in the Will provided 
for supervisors, servants and other persons to be em¬ 
ployed in and about the buildings, institutions, and 
establishments, or any of them; and that after making 
such payments and provisions, if it should be found, 
that the sum remaining would exceed ten lacs of ru¬ 
pees, the whole of such surplus should be divided into 
three equal portions, which should be respectively 
appropriated and applied, as far as they could lawfully 
be applied, to the same charitable institutions, estab¬ 
lishments, and uses, at Calcutta, Lyons, and Luck¬ 
now, to which certain other sums were bequeathed, and 
made applicable by the preceding provisions of the 
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Will; and- if it should be found that the sum so re¬ 
maining as aforesaid, after making all such payments 
and provisions as should be less than ten lacs, then the 
whole should be divided-, and applied in. the same way 
and for the same purposes, as it had been stated it was 
the intention of the testator in the aforementioned 
eases, that the surplus, if it should at first exceed ten 
lacs, should be divided and applied'. 

In the eighth article the Court declared, that the 
legacy to Pierre Martin hadi lapsed.; that all other 
legacies, except the pensions, salaries andfallowances*, 
had been paid and satisfied; and that 1,50,000 sicca 
rupees, bequeathed by the twenty-third article of the 
Will for the poor of Calcutta , Lucknow, and 1 Chander- 
nagore, and a further sum to provide for the payment 
annually of. the 5,000 and 1,000 sicca rupees directed 
by the twenty-eighth article of the Will to be paid for 
the release of prisoners for debt at Calcutta,, had 
been paid by John Palmer, under an order of the 
Court, into.the hands of the Accountant- General of the 
Court, in a cause in which Ralph Uvedale, Esq,, the 
clerk of the Crown, at the relation of Thomas Chris¬ 
tenson, was the informant, and J.ohn Pahner and- 
others, defendants. 

In the ninth article- the Court declared that sicca, 
rupees 3,;2,090.. 7. 8. had been set aside, for the pay¬ 
ment of pensions at Lucknow . 

In the tenth article it declared, that a fund had been- 
set apart for a charitable institution at Calcutta, which,, 
on the 31st December 1830, amounted, with the accu¬ 
mulations, but after deducting the purchase-moneys 
of certain lands for the purpose, to sicca rupees! 
8,82,856. 1. 7. 

I11 the eleventh article it declared, that 2,50,000* 
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sicca rupees, bequeathed for a charitable institution at 
Lyons , together with all interest on it, and a sum suf¬ 
ficient to satisfy the bequest of 4,000 sicca rupees, to 
be paid annually for the liberation of prisoners there, 
had been fully paid and satisfied. 

In the twelfth article the Court declared, that large 
sums had been retained by the executors residing at 
Lucknow , for the purpose of being applied in making 
the tomb, buildings, gardens, and establishments, di¬ 
rected by the Will of the testator. 

In the thirteenth article the Court declared, that 
the form of government of Lucknow, and the circum¬ 
stances of the country, made it impossible that any 
effect should be given to the bequest of sicca rupees 
4,000 directed to be paid annually for the liberation 
of prisoners at Lucknow , in the thirty-third article of 
the Will j and that such bequest was consequently void, 
and that the Court was consequently, incompetent and 
unable by itself, to give effect to the other bequests for 
charitable establishments, and institutions at Lucknow , 
which is a place beyond the limits of the jurisdiction 
of the Court, and not forming any part of the Presi¬ 
dency of Fort William , in Bengal 5 but that the Gover¬ 
nor-General in Council, of Lori William , in Bengal, 
had the means and was able to give effect to the same, 
and that the same ought to be carried into effect ; and 
that it appeared by the report of the Master under an 
order made in these causes on the 25th July 1831, and 
which report is dated the 5 th day of November 1831, 
that the Governor-General in Council was willing to re¬ 
ceive and apply such sums as this Court might decide 
to be lawfully applicable for those purposes. And for- 
as-much as the testator, Claude Martin, in and by the 
thirty-third article of his said Will, had expressed 
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his desire and intention, that in case it should be neces¬ 
sary, the protection and assistance of the Government 
should be obtained, for the purpose of giving effect to 
the said last-mentioned bequests and testamentary dis¬ 
positions, the Court did further agree and declare, 
that if the whole sum of sicca rupees 2,00,000, be¬ 
queathed in the thirty-third article of the Will of the 
testator, Claude Martin, for the furnishing the house 
of Constantia , had not been expended and applied for 
that purpose, whatever might remain thereof, ought to 
be set apart from the funds then standing to the gene¬ 
ral credit of these causes, and applied as a building and 
repairing fund for the house and establishment at Con¬ 
stantia, and ought for that purpose to be paid to the 
Governor-General in Council, or some other person 
duly nominated and appointed by the Governor-Ge¬ 
neral in Council, to receive the same; and that out of 
the same funds, standing to the general credit of these 
causes, a further sum of sicca rupees 1,00,000 for the 
support of a college and school at Lucknow , bequeathed 
in the thirty-third article of the Will, together with 
accumulations of interest on the same, from the death 
of the testator, until the setting apart of the same, 
ought also to be set apart, and the interest thereof 
from time to time, as the same shall accrue and be 
received, ought to be paid to the Governor-General in 
Council, or to some person whom the Governor-Ge¬ 
neral in Council for the time being shall duly nomi¬ 
nate and appoint to receive the same, in order that 
the same may be applied to the purposes in the thirty- 
third article of the Will mentioned ; and that out of 
the fund standing to the general credit of these causes, 
the further sum of three lacs of rupees ought to be set 
apart, and the interest thereof paid to the Governor- 
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General in Council, or to such person or persons as 
the Governor-General in Council shall nominate and 
appoint, in order that there may always be allowed 
and paid the salaries and allowances for supervisors 
servants, and other attendants and persons to be em¬ 
ployed in and about the tomb, buildings, and establish¬ 
ments at Constants in the Will mentioned (which the 
decree then recapitulated), amounting in the whole to 
the sum annually of sicca rupees 12,228■ and the 
Court then proceeded to direct the payment of any sum 
of money which had been expended in the necessary 
care and superintendence of the establishment at Con - 
stantia, under the directions or authority of the Master 
or Accountant-General of the Court. 

By the fourteenth article, it was referred to the 
Master to inquire, what part of the funds in the cause 
had arisen from the rents, profits, or interest thereon 
of the lands or houses situate in Calcutta, (with the 
exception of the house Chand Paul Ghaut,) and also 
what houses, lands, or other real immoveable property 
beyond the property^ of Calcutta , but within the Pre¬ 
sidency of Fort William , were in the hands of the tes¬ 
tator at the time of his death j and what was the na¬ 
ture of the tenure thereof, and the estate and interest 
of the testator therein; and what regulations and 
usages have prevailed, and now prevail in the said pro¬ 
vinces beyond the boundaries of Calcutta, as to the 
right and power of European aliens to devise or be¬ 
queath by will any lands, houses, or other real im¬ 
moveable property of which they may be possessed at 
the time of their death within the provinces, and all 
further inquiries as to whether any such immoveable 
property had been sold, and what part of it the Re¬ 
ceiver-General of the Court was in possession of, and 
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the amount of the rents and profits received, and the 
proceeds of the sales. 

By the fifteenth article, the Master was directed to 
inquire whether the sums paid to the Accountant- 
General in the case of Uvedale v. Palmer, were sufficient 
to provide for the charitable bequests and purposes, 
for which they were directed to be set apart, and paid, 
or what further sum might be required, to be retained, 
and set apart for that purpose. 

By the sixteenth article the Master was directed to 
inquire, what pensioners of the said testator’s were 
then living, and whether any part of the 3,11,300 
sicca rupees as had been set apart for the payment 
of such pensions might be transferred back to the 
funds standing to the general credit of the cause; and 
to state some plan by which the payments might be 
conducted, so as to prevent all frauds, and provide 
for a gradual transfer back of the whole to the ge¬ 
neral credit of the causes as the pensioners should 

die. 

By the seventeenth article the Master was directed, 
to inquire whether the whole 2,00,000 sicca rupees 
allowed by the thirty-third article of the Will, had 
been applied to that purpose, and what sum would be 
sufficient to satisfy the bequest of sicca rupees 1,00,000 
for the establishment at Lucknow, in the thirty-third 
article of the Will mentioned, together with the accu¬ 
mulations of interest thereon from the testator’s death; 
and also to inquire whether any sums were due to per¬ 
sons employed about the said establishment. 

By the eighteenth article the Master was directed, to 
inquire and report, what surplus remained out of the 
funds standing in the general credit of the cause, after 
making provisions for all the payments, reservations. 
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and appropriations to separate accounts, and other 
matters and things by this decree ordered and directed. 

The nineteenth article contained the usual direc¬ 
tions as to the taking of the accounts, that all parties 
should be allowed their costs as between attorney and 
client, and reserved further directions. 

On the 20th August 1832, the appellants presented 
separate petitions to the Supreme Court, for leave to ap¬ 
peal from the above decree to His Majesty in Council, 
which was duly granted by an order made on the 9th 
December 1833, in pursuance of which two petitions of 
appeal were lodged against the decree, one by the 
Mayor of Lyons, and the other by Christophe Martin, 
Marie Dcsgrangcs Martin, Pierre Balloffctt and Clan - 
dine his wife, and Francois Martin. 

Pending the proceedings before the Supreme Court, 
an agreement was entered into at Lyons, between the 
Baron Rambaud, the then Mayor of the city, acting and 
stipulating on behalf of the city, of the one part, and 
the next of kin of General Martin of the other, where¬ 
by it was agreed, that as well the sums that the city of 
Lyons, as the next of kin of the testator, might be ulti¬ 
mately decreed entitled to, arising from the real and 
personal estate of the testator, should from one com¬ 
mon fund, and that after raising and paying thereout 
to the Mayor of Lyons the sum therein mentioned, to¬ 
wards defraying the charges of recovering and remit¬ 
ting from India the legacies given for the benefit of the 
city, and already received from India, the common 
fund so created, should be divided into five parts, 
whereof four-fifths should be taken by the next of kin] 
to be divided between them according to the respec¬ 
tive rights of each, and the remaining one-fifth by the 
city of Lyons; and the parties thereto did agree that 
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the right in which they contracted, comprised all suras 
whatsoever, which should constitute the residue of the 
succession of Major-General Claude Martin, as well 
any residue less or greater than £100,000 sterling, and 
likewise the £100,000 sterling itself, or the ten lacs of 
rupees mentioned in the 33rd article of the Will, in 
such manner that the division of the residue should be 
made in the proportion before mentioned, whether that 
residue be decreed in the whole or in part to the next 
of kin, or whether in the whole part to the city of 
Lyons, and the establishments in the same class with it j 
or whether it should be in an equal or unequal portion 
to the next of kin, to the city, and to the other esta¬ 
blishments; and it was declared that the agreement 
should only be executory, until it should have obtained 
the approbation of the Municipal Council of the city 
of Lyons, of the Prefect, and the sanction of the King 
of France, which was afterwards expressed by a royal 

ordinance of the late King Charles X. 

In consequence of the above agreement and ordi¬ 
nance, the appellants presented a petition to His Ma¬ 
jesty in Council, praying that the two appeals might 
be consolidated and heard together, and that one case 
might be deliverediin jointly by the appellants; which, 
upon the consent of the Attorney-General (who claimed 
an interest for the Crown), and the counsel for the East 
India Company, was directed. 

The appellants submitted by their petition of appeal,, 
that the decree or decretal order of the 25th July 1831, 
and the order of the 29th November 1831, confirming - 
the report of the 5th November 1831, and also the 
decree of the 23rd February 1832, were erroneous, and 
ought to be reversed or altered, for the following 
amongst other reasons:— 
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Because the decree of the Supreme Court of 2nd 
December 1822, having declared that the real estate of 
the testator, situate in the town of Calcutta, was of the 
nature of freehold estate, and that the heir-at-law of 
the testator, according to the law of England, was en¬ 
titled thereto, and to the rents and profits thereof, (if it 
should be found that the testator’s Will was not duly 
executed, so as to pass real estate, according to the 
Statute of Frauds,) it was not competent to the Supreme 
Court to reverse its own decree of 2nd December 1822, 
by another decree of the 23rd February 1832, and on 
the suggestion of the Court itself, and net upon any 
claim or suggestion made by any of the parties to the 
suits; and to declare, in effect, that the testator being 
at his death an alien, the real estate in Calcutta, had 
devolved on His Majesty, in virtue of his prerogative 
royal. 

Because such declaration is contrary to law, for that 
the law of alienage, whereby real estate situate in this 
country, possessed by aliens, becomes forfeited to the 
Crown, forms no part of the laws of this country 
adopted in any of our possessions in India. 

And because the decree of 23rd February 1832, 
ought to have declared that the real estate passed by 
the testator’s Will, and was thereby devised with, and 
formed part of, the general residue of the testator’s 
estate. 

Because the third declaration or provision in the 
decree of 23rd February 1832, that the testator at the 
time of his death had no relations of the whole blood, 
or any heir-at-law, according to the English law, was not 
founded on any evidence taken in the causes, and is 
contrary to the fact, the testator having at his death a 
first cousin, resident at Lyons in France, lie being the 
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only son of the eldest brother of the whole blood to the 
testator’s father, and the heir of the testator by the 
English law. 

Because the true construction of the testator’s Will 
as to the bequests contained therein, relating to the es¬ 
tablishment of the college for charitable purposes at 
Lucknow , is, that such charitable bequests have failed, 
for the reasons stated in the decree of 23rd February 
1832, viz.:—‘'that the form of government at Lucknow, 
and the circumstances of that country, make it impos¬ 
sible that any effect should be given to the bequest for 
liberation of prisoners at Lucknow; and that the Su¬ 
preme Court is incompetent and unable by itself, to give 
effect to the other bequests for charitable establishments 
and institutions at Lucknow, which is a place beyond 
the limits of the jurisdiction of the Court, and not 
forming any part of the Presidency of Fort William in 
Bengal and the Supreme Court had not power to 
direct the payment of any funds, for the purposes of 
the Lucknow College, to the Governor-General in 
Council; but that upon the same charities not being 
capable of being carried into execution from any cause 
whatever, the right of the next of kin and heir or heirs 
respectively of the testator thereupon accrued to the 
sums and property given for such purposes, as being 
undisposed of by the testator's Will. 

Because the true construction of the testator’s Will 
as to the disposition of the residue* is, that if after pay¬ 
ment of his debts and legacies, the Fesidue (including 
in such residue as well the real as the personal estate) 
exceed j£ioo,ooo sterling, or about ten lacs of sicca 
rupees, the sum of ten lacs is to be applied as to one- 
third thereof, in increase of the charitable institutions 
directed by the Will to be established at Lyons, a»d 
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one other third, in increase of the charitable institutions, 
directed by the Will to be established at Calcutta, and 
as to the remaining one-third thereof, given by the 
Will, for increasing the charitable institutions at Luck¬ 
now, the bequest thereof has failed j and that such part 
of the last-mentioned one-third, as consists of, or has 
arisen from, the personal estate, is distributed among 
the next of kin of the testator ; and such part thereof 
as has arisen from the real estate, amongst the heir or 
heirs of the testator, according to the laws of the 
country, where such real estate is situate ; and also, 
that any residue there may be, of the testator’s real 
and personal estates, not amounting to, or any there 
may be exceeding, the said sum of ten lacs of sicca 
rupees, is by the Will undisposed of, and ought in the 
like manner, as to such part thereof as consists of per¬ 
sonalty, to be distributed amongst the testator’s next of 
kin; and as to such part thereof as consists of real 
estate, among the heir or heirs of the testator, accord¬ 
ing to the law of the country, where such real estate 
is situate. 

Because the reference to the Master, by the order 
made on the re-hearing of the causes on the 25th July 
1831, and the Master’s report of the 5th November 
1831, made in pursuance of the same order, was alto¬ 
gether an irregular proceeding • and that the same 
report, ought not to have been acted on by the Su¬ 
preme Court, having been made, not only against law, 
because the Supreme Court has no power to direct 
payment of any part of the testator’s funds to the Go¬ 
vernor-General in Council, but also without evidence 
duly taken ■, and moreover, directly against the finding 
in the Master’s amended report, of 19th July 1830, 
made in pursuance of the decree of 2nd December 1822, 
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(and which report was duly confirmed,) in which report 
it is found, that the establishment of the college at 
Constantia, and the bequest of 4,000 sicca rupees per 
annum for the liberation of debtors at Lucknow , could 
not, with reference to the intention of the testator, and 
the sanction and disposition of the government at 
Lucknow, be carried into effect j such amended report 
having been made, in pursuance of an order of 1st 
March 1830, allowing exceptions to the former report 
of the Master, of 3rd February 1830, finding that he 
had not before him sufficient evidence, to decide the 
point. 

Because the sum of three lacs of sicca rupees, di¬ 
rected by the decree of 23rd February 1830, to be set 
apart for payment of the 12,228 sicca rupees per annum, 
for salaries to attendants employed about the tomb, 
buildings, and establishment at Co7ista?itia, is, even 
supposing the college capable of being established, an 
excessive sum, as it would yield, at 5 per cent . (the 
present rate of interest of the Indian government secu¬ 
rities), 15,000 sicca rupees per annum . 

Because it is stated* in the decree of the 23rd Feb¬ 
ruary 1832, that all the legacies given by the Will, 
save the annuities and pensions, have been fully paid 
and satisfied ; the legacies given by the testator's Will, 
for the benefit of the poor of Calcutta , Chandernagore, 
and Lucknow , and for the relief of prisoners for debt, at 
Calcutta , having been, before 1822, paid by John Palmer, 
jone of the executors of the testator’s Will, into the 
hands of the Accountant-General of the Supreme 
»Court, in the cause or information of Ralph Uvedale, 
Cferk of the Crown, at the relation of Thomas Chris¬ 
tenson against John Palmer and others* and therefore, 
the subsequent inquiry, directed in the same decree. 
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whether the sums so paid were sufficient, and what 
further sum might be required, is contradictory, and 
ought not to have been directed, and more especially 
as no similar direction, is made by the decree, with 
respect to the legacies given for charitable purposes at 
Lyons. 

Because the decree of 23rd February 1832, does not 
declare that the sum of sicca rupees 3,12,090. 7. 8., 
directed to be set apart to the credit of a separate ac¬ 
count, in the books of the Accountant-General, for 
payment of the annuities and pensions, belongs, on the 
death of the annuitants and pensioners, to the next of 
kin of the testator, the same not being disposed of by 
the testator’s Will. 

Because, inquiries being directed by the decree of 
23rd February 1832, as to what real or immoveable 
property the testator held at his death, situate beyond 
the boundaries of Calcutta, but within the Presidency 
of Fort William, or the provinces subject to, or forming 
part of, the Presidency, and also as to the tenure thereof, 
and the testator s interest therein, and his power to 
dispose thereof by his Will; and respecting the rents 
thereof, and the accumulations of the same j an inquiry 
ought also to have been directed, as to who is, or are 
entitled, to the real or immoveable property, and rents, 
and accumulations subject to the testator’s power of 
disposition over the same. 

Because, it appearing by the testator’s Will, and 
the pleadings in the causes, that the testator had 
houses, lands, and other real property or immoveable 
property, not within the Presidency of Fort William , or 
the provinces subject thereto,-for instance, at Luck, 
now, where the Mahomedan law prevails, and elsewhere ; 
the decree ought to have directed the like inquiries in 
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all respects, so far as necessary, respecting such houses,' 
lands, and real and immoveable property—-the tenure 
thereof, and the estate and interest of the testator 
therein—the regulations and usages respecting the 

right and power to devise and bequeath the same—the 

% 

particulars of the rents thereof, and who has received 
the same, since the testator's death, and respecting the 
accumulations thereof—and also, as to who is or are 
entitled to the same real or immoveable property, subject 
; to the 'testator’s power of disposition thereof by his 
Will, as by the same decree were and ought to have 
been directed, respecting the testator’s real and im¬ 
moveable property beyond the boundaries of Calcutta ,, 
but within the Presidency of Fort William, or the pro¬ 
vinces subject to, or forming tpart of, that Presidency. 

Because it being found by the Master’s report of the 
3rd February 1830, that the Mahomedan law makes 
no distinction between heirs and next of kin, the real 
or immoveable property situate in such countries, 
where the Mahomedan ‘law is the law of the country, 
*15 to be considered as personal estate, subject to all the 
provisions of the testator’s Will, and the same ought 
to have been so decreed accordingly j and because, as 
to all the testator’s houses, and lands, and real and 
immoveable property, as well in, as out of, Calcutta , 
the same being, as appellants are advised in fact, law¬ 
fully devised by the testator, the Court should have 
•decreed and provided that, subject to the specific de¬ 
vises, bequests, and directions contained in the Will, 
all the testator’s real and; personal estates, wherever si¬ 
tuate, should, according to the respective values thereof, 
bear a due proportion of his legacies, charitable and 
others and the decree should also have provided that 
all the';estate.s should bear a due proportion of the costs 
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of the suits, and the proceedings in the same, or at 
least of some portion of such costs, or at least and so 
far as the apportionment could not then be made, 
the decree should have contained proper reservations, 
with a view to such ultimate apportionment of the le¬ 
gacies and costs, subject to the inquiries directed, or 
which ought to have been directed, respecting the tes¬ 
tator’s real and immoveable property, beyond the boun¬ 
daries of Calcutta. 

On the part of the respondents, the East India 
Company, it was suggested, that in the event of its 
being holden that any part of General Martin’s estate 
did not pass under his Will, on account of his being an 
alien or otherwise, very important questions would 
arise, which, regard being had to the state of the pro¬ 
ceedings in the Court below, could not be there pro¬ 
perly raised or decided; and the respondents further 
suggested, that in case any charitable bequests in the 
Will, could not be executed in the manner pointed out 
by the testator, the same would be to be disposed of 
by the respondents; and they submitted that the 
decree of the 23rd February 1832, ought, so far as it 
affected the charities at Calcutta and Lucknow, to be 
affirmed, for the following amongst other reasons:— 

Because the bequests for distribution of alms to the 
poor, and the liberation of poor prisoners for debt at 
Calcutta, were valid bequests, and it was the duty of' 
the Supreme Court, in these suits for the general ad¬ 
ministration of the assets of the testator, to- inquire 
whether sufficient sums had been applied out of his 
assets for securing the payment of these bequests. 

Because the bequest for the purpose of establishing 
a college at Lucknow , was a valid bequest, and ought 
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to be carried into execution, and the mode adopted by 

the Supreme Court to carry it into effect, was strietly 
regular and proper. 

On behalf of the Crown, it was insisted (among other 
reasons), that His Majesty was entitled to all the lands, 
tenements, and hereditaments, situate within the town of 
Calcutta, or the Presidencies of Fort William, or pro¬ 
vinces subject thereto, of which the testator Claude 
Martin, an alien, died seised or possessed, by virtue of 
the royal prerogative. 

That His Majesty was entitled to the 4,000 sicca 
rupees directed to be paid annually for the liberation of 
prisoners at Lucknow, the said bequest having been 
decreed to be void j the 4,000 sicca rupees per annum 
to be disposed of by His Majesty to such charitable 
purposes as should be advised. 

Mr. Tinney, K.C., and Mr. Pemberton, K.C., for 
the appellants. 

Mr. Tinney, K.C.j 

In consequence of the order for the consolidation of 
the appeals presented in the case of the Mayor of 
Lyons, and the next of kin of General Martin, the ap¬ 
pellants appear here by the same counsel. This, though 
a seeming disadvantage (for we must argue some points 
of the case in the alternative), is in reality none, for 
by a process familiar in France, though not known to 
us, the interest of the city of Lyons and the next of 
kin of the late General Martin have been united, an 
arrangement being made under the authority of the 
sign manual of the King of France, that whatever 
benefit should accrue to either party by the decision of 
the Court, shall be for their mutual advantage. 
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These appeals arise upon the construction and effect of 
the very long and complicated Will of General Claude 
Martin, a Frenchman by birth, domiciled at Lucknow, 
in the territories of the King of Oude, but nevertheless, 
in the service of the East India Company, who was 
possessed at the time of his death of a very large real 
and personal estate, both in Europe and in the East 
Indies, and which he has bequeathed chiefly for chari¬ 
table purposes. 

The suits and proceedings which have been insti¬ 
tuted to establish, and carry into effect the provisions 
of this Will, are very fully stated in the papers in the 
appeal, and the question now comes before this Court 
upon two several appeals against the proceedings, and 
decree of the Supreme Court of Calcutta, upon the 
hearing of those suits. 

Upon the effect of those proceedings, three points 
arise: r. Whether the law of England as to aliens, 
applies to real estates in Calcutta, so as to prevent the 
lands of General Martin passing by his Will: 2. 
Whether the College of Constantia House, in Lucknow, 
without the territories of the East India Company, 

can be established by the Supreme Court of Calcutta; 

and 3. Whether the various legacies bequeathed by 
General Martin, are charged on the real, as well as the 
personal estate. 

If this Court should be of opinion in the affirmative 
on the^ first point, and should hold with the Court 
below, that General Martin, being an alien, was inca¬ 
pable of devising his lands, and consequently that 
those situate in Calcutta cannot pass, then a question 

will arise between the Crown and the East India Com¬ 
pany, as to whom such lands revert. With that ques¬ 
tion, however, the appellants have nothing to do, it 
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being their business only to insist before your Lordships, 
that no forfeiture has occurred in consequence of alien* 
age, either to the Crown, or the East India Company. 

With regard to the second point, whether the legacy 
given to establish the College of Constantia House is 
capable of being carried into effect, the appellants in¬ 
sist, that from the evidence in the Court below, it is 
clear that it cannot; but if your Lordships shall be of a 
contrary opinion, a question will then arise, to whom 
the funds in question belong. The Mayor of Lyons 
contends that they must fall into the general residue, 
while the appellants, the next of kin, claim an exclu¬ 
sive title to them; and the Crown, or the Advocate- 
General, on the other hand, insists they must be ap¬ 
propriated to some other charitable scheme. 

In the third place, respecting the residuary estate, 
the- question is, to whom the residue belongs, whether 
wholly to the next of kin, or whether so much as is 
real estate is. vested in the heir-at-law, or whether the 
whole, both real, and personal, is not, by the terms of 
the Will, to be divided among the several charities 
mentioned by testator; if that be so, then so much as 
would go to the Lucknow charity, must go to the heir- 
at-law, so far as it is real estate, and to the next of kin, 
so far as it is personal'. These are the points which 
arise in this case, which it> is now my duty to bring 
successively before the Court. 

I. With respect to the law of alienage applying in 
this case, it is obvious that the point has been an after 
consideration. No one who reads the Will of General 
Martin, can doubt that he was not an Englishman; the 
fact of his being a Frenchman was notorious to all 
India : and in one of the earlier decrees made in these 
suits, an inquiry is actually directed, to ascertain wht> 
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is the heir of General Martin , according to the English 
law, and a declaration, that in case the Will of the tes¬ 
tator should be found not to have been executed ac¬ 
cording to the Statute of Frauds, that portion of real 
estates of General Martin, which is .situate in Calcutta , 
is declared to belong to his heir-at-law, according to 
the English law. 

It is quite clear, therefore, that neither the Supreme 
Court or the East India Company, or any other person 
interested in the question, ever thought of raising the 
objection of alienage at that time ; but let us see to 
what the objection amounts. The general principle 
applicable to this •question, is stated by Mr. Justice 
Blackstone ,* and the principles there stated do not 
merely apply to what we call civilized countries, but 
even to such as are in a state of semi-barbarity, inha¬ 
bited, as our possessions in America were, by the wild 
Indians, which, though not inhabited countries, in tho 
general sense, are countries nevertheless having inha¬ 
bitants, and therefore having some sort of law of their 
own, and consequently the English laws only prevail 
to the extent to which they have been positively intro¬ 
duced. 

Now we submit that the English law of alienage has 
never been introduced into Calcutta. No Act of Par¬ 
liament, no charter mentions it, but I gather that 
there is some notion that if the English law relating 
to real property is found to prevail, then you are to 
presume that the English law prevails in all other re¬ 
spects, and that it is upon this assumption, that it is 
contended, that the law of alienage has been introduced. 

The case of Freeman v. Fair lie, + decided by Lord 
JLyndhurst in 1828, for the first time determined that 
° t Vol..i. p. 107. t See po ^ l . 
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houses and lands in Calcutta are of the nature of free¬ 
hold property, that is as between subject and subject; 
that is the only authority, and if relied on as establishing 
that the whole system of tenure, according to English 
law, prevails in India, will be found to be very far short 
of such a conclusion. 

By the Act 21 Geo. Ill, c. 70, which was passed 
to explain and amend the 13 Geo. Ill, c. 63, under 
which the Supreme Court of Calcutta was erected, the 
laws and usages of the Mahomedans and Gentoos, are 
recognised and reserved,* although the laws of England 
are in many respects introduced as between Europeans 
and Englishmen resident at Calcutta. Now, assuming 
the law of alienage to apply to those subject to the 
English law, is General Martin , a foreigner, not resi¬ 
dent within the jurisdiction of the Supreme Court, or 
even within the territories of the East India Company, 
to be deemed an Englishman, and made liable to the 
jurisdiction of the Supreme Court, for the purpose of 
incurring forfeiture of his estate ? Such a law is too 
palpably unjust to prevail. We admit he might be 
subject to the criminal law, because he was in the ser¬ 
vice of the Company, and might be summoned within 
the jurisdiction of the Court, but that could not affect 
his personal status , or his civil rights. Let the Court 
look at the extent of injustice which the doctrine 
contended for would work; here is a gentleman, a 
foreigner by birth, but domiciled in the East Indies, 
acquiring a large fortune, and induced to invest it in 
the country in which he is residing; every facility is 
given him; he is permitted to purchase lands, to hold 
them when purchased, unmolested, and without any, 
even the most distant, supposition, that immediately 

* Sec. 17. 
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on his death, the Government of the country which 
has thus afforded him protection and encouragement, 
jwill turn round and lay claim to his estate, on the 
ground that he was an alien, and could not acquire 
lands ; it is admitted that the lands in Calcutta were 
legally conveyed to him, and the decree of the Court 
below involves this palpable absurdity ,• that the real 
estate iu Calcutta is declared not to pass by Will, 
though the Will itself is declared to be well executed to 
pass real estate. What confines the law of alienage, it 
it prevail at all, to the district of Calcutta only? The 
tenure of the real estate at Lucknow and Calcutta , 
must be the same, if the laws of England prevail re¬ 
specting the descent of real estates, which the decree 
declares, without distinction, to be well devised ac¬ 
cording to the Statute of Frauds. 

But the right of the Crown to the real estates of 
aliens, exists only in those colonies where the English 
laws have been exclusively established; and neither 
English tenures or the English laws of real property, 
have ever been, by treaty, charter, statute, or custom, 
established or introduced into the town of Calcutta or 
the Presidency, except as respects British subjects. 

There can be no escheat until office found, there 
must be a record to entitle the Crown to claim : there 
is no process analogous to the writ of inquiry, and no 
Court of Exchequer into which the writ can be re¬ 
turned ; the absence of all machinery, shows the object 
it is intended for does not exist. 

II. As to the establishment of the College of Con- 
stantia House, at Lucknow. It appears from the Mas¬ 
ter’s report of 3rd February 1830, that he was unable 
to determine whether the foundation and establish¬ 
ment of the College could, with reference to the sane- 
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tion and disposition of the Lucknow Government, be 
carried in to effect, there not being before him suffi¬ 
cient evidence to decide; but as no further evidenc# * 
was likely to be obtained, he attaches the correspond¬ 
ence relating to it, between the Company’s secretary 
and attorney, and Mr. Ricketts, the British Resident at 
Lucknow. To this part of the Master’s report, an ex¬ 
ception was taken, and having been allowed, a further 
correspondence takes place -between the attorney to 
the Company, and the Government secretary, the re¬ 
sult of which is, that the Governor-General intimates 
that he is willing to undertake the execution of the 
trusts of General Martirts Will, respecting the estab¬ 
lishment of Constantia House College at Lucknow y and 
expresses his readiness to carry the same into effect. 

Now the question is, whether this is sufficient to 
satisfy your Lordships, that this charity can be literally 
and actually established. The amount of the evidence 
is, that the King of Oude has no objection to the 
establishment of the College 3 that is, so far as respects 
the educational part of it, for he expressly objects 
to any foundation for the relief of prisoners. What 
certainty is there that he may not change his mind to-^ 
morrovv ? In order to enable a Court of Equity, which 
the Supreme Court is, to carry a charitable trust into 
execution, it must be satisfactorily shown to the Court, 
that it has the means of carrying the intention of the 
testator fully into effect. In the case of the Provost, 
Bailiffs, &c., of Edinburgh v. Aubrey * the Court of 
Chancery held, that they could not order the distribu¬ 
tion of a legacy to be applied to a charity in Edinburgh; 
and there being a specific devise to the plaintiffs, 
Lord Hardwicke directed the funds to be handed over 
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to them, as trustees, to be applied as they thought fit : 
here there is no bequest of the sum, to carry this cha¬ 
rity into effect, to the executors, which would make 
them trustees, and enable the Court to direct the fund 
to be paid to them : they have accounted, and been dis¬ 
charged, and have nothing more to do with the funds 
of the testator. It is impossible to consider the Go 
vernor-General as capable of carrying the charity into 
effect, the establishment and continuance of the cha¬ 
rity being entirely at the will and pleasure of the King 
of Ou.de . We submit, therefore, that this legacy cannot 
take effect; and the question then arises, what be¬ 
comes of the fund ? 

Upon this point it is necessary to inquire what is 
the law of this country with respect to charitable be¬ 
quests. In Moggeridge v. Thackwell* this question is 
very fully discussed, upon a review of all the cases pre¬ 
viously determined ; and the result of Lord Eldon's judg- 
ment is, that where there is a general indefinite purpose, 
not fixing itself upon any object, the disposition is in 
the King, by sign manual; but that where the execu¬ 
tion is to be by a trustee, with general or some objects 
pointed out, there the Court will take the administra¬ 
tion of the trust. Now I take this as apparently being 
the most strong of any case against the position 1 am 
contending for. It must be observed, that previous to 
that case, the principle of the law was somewhat dif¬ 
ferent,— Cor bijn v. French, t Attorney-General v. Bishop 
of Oxford , J Attorney-General v. Boultree. § But ad- 
miti ng the law as laid down by Lord ELdon t the ques¬ 
tion arises here, first, whether there is enough to esta¬ 
blish a general charitable intention ; and secondly, sup¬ 
posing there to be sufficient evidence of such inten- 

* 7 Ves. 36. f 4 Vcs. 418. X 1 Bro. C. C.444. § 2 Ves. J. 380. 
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tion, whether, where the object of that intention is 
to establish a charity in a foreign country, the King 1 
by his sign manual can apply the funds, or the^Lord 
Chancellor, as the Keeper of the King’s conscience, 
can carry such intentions into effect. What power has 
the Crown or the Court of Chancery to enforce com¬ 
pliance with the testator’s intentions ? Where there is 
a person to receive the fund bequeathed for a foreign 
charity, the Court directs it to be paid to that person, 
and the execution of the trust is with that party.; bub 
where there is no hand to receive the fund, and the 
Court is called upon to give the intention of the tes¬ 
tator effect, then the question is, how is the Court en¬ 
abled to do so? This is, I believe, a new question. If 
a trustee intervened, or if the King of Owde was himself 
willing to receive the fund, there would be no difficulty $ 
but the question really is, how can the Supreme Court, 
or the Governor-General, carry this trust into effect, so 
as to satisfy the intentions of the testator? 

This is no case for the application of the doctrine 
of cypres, for the whole charity must fail for want of 
power to execute it. There is no general charitable 
intention to be found in this Will: by the first article, 
a fund is to be set apart to accumulate, the interest of 
which is to be applied by the executors, u as they would 
devise with themselves, and with the best advice they 
could receive this is not such a charitable intention 
as any Court can execute; a permanent fund, the in-: 
terest of which is to be applied to some charity, but as 
soon as the interest ceases to increase, then there is an 
end to the charitable application of it. With respect td> 
the sum of 4,000 sicca rupees given to liberate pri¬ 
soners, if that sum is not requisite, it is directed by the 
testator to accumulate. The King of Ottde having re “ 
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pudiated this gift, the accumulation becomes indefinite, 
and though not subject to the Thelusson Act,* which 
applie*s only to England, this Court will not carry such 
directions into effect, but will vacate the trust and 
declare the fund to form part of the residue. 

III. The only remaining question is, whether this 
is a mixed fund. In respect to this, the original 
decree of the Court below is insufficient, not directing 
an inquiry to ascertain the nature and tenure of the 
lands possessed by the testator, besides those situate 
in Calcutta ; the consequence is, that the Supreme 
Court is in entire ignorance on this subject, and yet, 
notwithstanding, provides to make a decree affecting 
all the testator’s lands, and giving special directions 
concerning them, without reference to their nature 
extent, or tenure. The same objection applies to the 
declaration that General Martin , at the time of his 
death, had no relations of the whole blood; the only 
finding of the Master is, that certain parties are his 
next of kin, but that does not preclude the possibility 
that he has an heir; in spite, however, of these mani¬ 
fest defects, and the imperfect information possessed 
by the Supreme Court, it has appointed its own officer 
receiver of the real estate, and has taken possession of 
all the funds directed to accumulate, and which are the 
subject-matter of dispute. This is a most unusual, 
and, I submit, irregular practice. With regard to the 
objection taken by the officers of the Crown, that these 
lands being devised to superstitious uses, are withi.n 
the Statute of Mortmain, as I do not know whether 
that argument is to be relied on, I shall reserve all ob¬ 
servations upon it to my reply ; presuming only, that if 
the Statute of Mortmain be applicable to the East 

c 39 and 40 Geo. Ill, c. 98. 
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Mr. Pemberton,, K.C,: 

There are but to points upon which I shall trouble 
the Court:—1^ As to the testator’s character of. an 
alien ; 2. As to the bequest to the Lucknow charity. 
The first is one of the utmost importance; it applies 
not only to this property, but to a very large portion 
of the land in Calcutta,, which is in the hands of aliens. 
It was first broached in. 1.826, in the Supreme Court, 
in an action of ejectment. Poe on the demise of Pour 

» m 9 

chelette v. Stansbury, executor, when, the lessor of the 
plaintiff, appearing, by the. evidence, to be a French- 
born subject, was nonsuited,, the objection, being taken,, 
not by the counsel, or parties in the action, but by the 
Court itself, and nonsuit entered, thereon,, notwith¬ 
standing a motion, was subsequently made on the part 
of the plaintiff, to set aside the nonsuit- This is the 
only instance that the records of the Supremo Court. 

contain, wherein the rights of aliens ta hold.or. convey 

*■ * 

real estate in Calcutta, has ever, been impeached ; but 


that decision,, at the most,, admits the principle only as 
between subject and subject* and by no moans decides 
that such a. rule prevails between the subject and the 
Crown, which depends upon the prerogative attaching 
to the K»ng, as superior lord of. the fee, and not upon 

the tenure, or the status of any particular individual. , 

• 

But there is, besides, this peculiar difficulty in the 
position now insisted on, that it is made .applicable to. 
British subjects alone. It i$ admitted that both Ma r - 
homedans and Gentoos may hold lands, according to 
their own laws, a'nd then the law of escheat, does ?><>£■ 
attach; but when lands are in the possession of a. 
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Frenchman, although a British subject, they become 
liable to escheat, he, in fact, being, by reason of his 
being an alien, incapable of holding or transmitting 
them. 

Such a proposition is upon the face of it untenable. 
It presumes a partial and not a general application of 
the law of forfeiture; if it does not apply to Maho- 
medan or Gentoo aliens, why should it to French, Ar¬ 
menian, or Dutch ? It is said that the case of Freeman 
v. FairliCy affords the principle for this doctrine, and 
that the circumstance of lands, in Calcutta , being held 
by a Potlah , which is there alluded to, shows that they 
are of feudal tenure, and subject therefore to the su¬ 
perior lord, as owner of the fee: no such principle is 
to be discovered in the judgment of Lord Lyndhurst j 
in that case it is expressly stated by him, that it ap¬ 
pears upon the very face of the Pottah, that it is 
nothing more then a fiscal regulation, introduced for 
the purpose of collecting the tribute to which the land 
is subject. Sir Ilenry Russell, formerly one of the 
judges of the Supreme Court, whose opinion is cited 
by Lord Lyndhurst , states that it is no evidence of 
title, which the form of it confirms. But the case of 
Freeman v. Fair lie goes much further 5 for in referring 
to what are denominated the permanent regulations 
relative to Calcutta , the noble and learned judge nega¬ 
tives the assumption, that the Crown ever had any 
feudal title to land in India. 

It is not very clear whether the title of the Crown 
arises from escheat, because there is no owner of the 
property, or in some other way. Mr. Justice Black- 
stone says, “aliens are incapable of taking by descent, 
or inheriting, for they are not allowed to have any inhe¬ 
ritable blood in them; rather indeed, upon a principle 
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of rational or civil policy, than upon any reasons 
strictly feudal.”* The title seems to accrue to the 
superior lord by escheat} so that if the land be copy- 
hold, it would go to the lord of the manor, and not 
the Crown; and if that be so, there is an end to the 
question here, for the Crown does not pretend to be 
the feudal lord of the territories in the East Indies. 

In Bombay, the land is at this day, granted to be 
held of the manor of East Grinstead. It is clear from 
the authorities already cited, that the natives in the 
East Indies, possessed laws of their own, respecting 
property, before they became subject to the Crown of 
England } the laws of England , therefore, can only 
prevail there, to the extent to which they have been 
introduced, by charter or usage, and the question then 
is, has this law of forfeiture, as applicable to aliens, 
ever been so introduced ? The right of aliens to possess 
lands, was never questioned till the year 1826. By the 
Mahomedan law, existing at Calcutta previous to its 
acquisition by the English, aliens domiciled in the 
country, were entitled to hold houses, lands, and real 
estate, and to sell, bequeath, and transmit the same, to 
their heirs or others, not being alien enemies, in like 
manner as personal estate; and since the first establish¬ 
ment of the English at Calcutta , aliens of all nations 
have been encouraged to settle theref, and have accor¬ 
dingly acquired real estate, so that a large proportion of 
the land in Calcutta is at this time held by aliens, or 
persons deriving title through aliens. Since the es¬ 
tablishment of the Supreme CourtJ, lands so held have 
been recognized and.dealt with by the Court; in 1815, 

0 Bla. Com., vol. ii, p- 249* 

-j- See Charter, 24th Sept., 13 Geo. I. 
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the Court admitted the Will of Gabriel Vrignon, an 
alien born, and a subject of the king of France, and 
in the Will so declared, to probate, and permitted 
possession to be taken of the lands and houses in Cal¬ 
cutta, thereby bequeathed by the devisees and legatees. 
In Emin v. Emin, in 1816, the Court assigned dower 
to the widow of an Armenian. These are instances 
from the records of the Court. 

By the charter, 8 th June 1753* granting a corpora¬ 
tion composed of a mayor, and nine aldermen, to 
Madras, Bombay, and Fort William, in Calcutta, it is 
provided, that of the nine aldermen, seven at least 
shall be natural-born subjects; the remaining two may 
be foreign Protestants, the subjects of any other prince 
or State in amity with the king. 

Now the king cannot grant letters of denization, 
except by letters patent; and without letters of deniza¬ 
tion or naturalization, an alien cannot, in this country, 
hold lands; nor can the Crown grant a license to an 
alien to hold an office of trust; and yet, in the charter 
of 1753, not only are aliens entitled to form part of 
the corporation, but by a subsequent clause, the Pre¬ 
sident, or any three of them, two of whom 1 may be 
aliens, are empowered to hold Quarter Sessions, and 
to try all offences except high treason ; so that an alien, 
who it is said cannot hold lands, or execute a trust, is 
by this charter, expressly invested with the highest 

functions of justice—that of administering the criminal 
law of the country. 

II. With regard to the validity of the bequest to 
Lucknow College, the question is, here is a bequest for 
a specific charity, can that charity be established? 
That the gift is specific, no doubt can be entertained; 
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the particularity with which the testator directs the 
foundation and endowment of iJonstantia House, leaves 
no room to contend that he has evidenced a general 
charitable intention. Then, can this specific bequest 
be executed ? The Master, by his report, assumes it 
cannot.; that report is confirmed, and is therefore con* 
elusive ; but the Court takes upon itself at the hearing, 
to direct a new reference for further inquiry and infor¬ 
mation, and impounds the fund, appointing its own 
•officer, the Accountant-General, receiver- The Master 
subsequently finds, that though the Supreme Court 
cannot give effect to the testator’s intention, yet that 
the Governor in Council can; how, he does not say; 
but upon that finding, the Court proposes to pay the 
whole fund over to the Governor-General, to be ap¬ 
plied by him as he may think proper5 for- the moment 
the Court parts with the fund, all control over it is 

gone. 

Now to what does this proceeding amount, but to a 
confirmation of the Master’s original opinion, that the 
Court cannot carry the bequest into effect? And what 
right have the Court to deal with the fund, if they 
cannot carry the bequest into effect-, or if they cannot 
apply it as the testator directs? Then, not being ca¬ 
pable of being applied to the specific object, is it to go 
as cypres? The principle of the doctrine of cypres, has 
been already fully argued; it is not capable of being 
applied where the bequest is specific, and cannot there¬ 
fore operate here. The consequence therefore is, that 
it must fall into the residue, and be divided between 
the Mayor of Lyons and the next of kin, according to 
the arrangement entered into between them. 
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Mr. Serjeant Spankie, and Mr. E. J. Lloyd, for 
the East India Company. 

Mr. Serjeant Spankie: 

We appear here, not as original parties to the suits, 
in the Court below, but as representing the East India 
Company, who, in consequence of the decision of 
that Court, claim an interest in the property in ques¬ 
tion, and by the arrangement already alluded to, have 
been made respondents upon this appeal* The ques¬ 
tion now submitted to the Court, is one of infinite 
importance, not in consequence of the value of the 
lands, for they are of comparatively small account, 
but as affecting a very large portion of the territories 
in the East Indies. The population of Calcutta is the 
most mixed of any in the world - y Portuguese, French, 
Armenians, besides natives, most of whom would be 
aliens, under the laws of England, and yet have been 
accustomed to transfer lands, the title to which has now 
become insecure, by reason of the new decisions of the 
Supreme Court. It is admitted, on all hands, that if 
the English law of alienage applies to lands in the East 
Indies, it must operate in this case; the only question 
therefore is, whether that law has been introduced. 
The principles which govern the establishment of 
English law in our colonies, are to be found in Lord 
Mansfield’s judgment, in Campbell v. Ilall* and in 
Chalmcr’s opinions,t and the whole question, must 
turn upon how much of the English law has been 
introduced into Calcutta; and this must depend 
upon the force and effect of the charters, which 
have at various times been given, to the East India 
Company, and which it will be necessary briefly to 
examine. 

0 x Covvp. 204. Loft. 655 
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It is perfectly well known that Calcutta was obtained 
by the East India Company, by purchase from the 
proprietors, who were the zemindars;, and by an in¬ 
denture dated 22nd July 1702, the old Company con¬ 
veyed to the new Company, amongst other possessions* 
Fort ’William, in Bengal, and the factories of Chatter - 
nut tee, with a large territory thereto belonging: which 
conveyance was recognized and confirmed by the 
award of Lord Qodolphin, 29th September 1708. In 
1726 the first charter for incorporating the mayor and 
aldermen at Madras-patnam, Bo?nbay, and Calcutta, and 
for erecting a Mayor's Court, and other Courts, at each 
of those settlements, was granted by King George 11 - 
In that charter it is recited,—" that the United Com¬ 
pany have, by strict and equitable distribution of jus¬ 
tice, within the towns, forts, factories, and places be¬ 
longing to the said Company, in the East Indies and 
other parts, very much encouraged, not only our own 
subjects, but likewise the subjects of other princes, 
and the natives of the adjacent countries, to resort to 
and settle in the said towns, forts, factories, and places, 
for the better and more convenient carrying on of 
trade •*' and it then proceeds to establish, a Court of 
Oyer or Terminer and provides, among other things,, 
that the juries there assembled should consist of the 
principal inhabitants of the place, without saying any¬ 
thing of their being the king's subjects,—an omission 
which is found also in the subsequent charter of 1753, 
and which is an important fact, when we are consider¬ 
ing how much of the English law has been introduced 
into that country. In consequence of the dispersion 
of the mayor and aldermen, and the dissolution of 
their authority by the occupation of Madras by the 
French, previous to the treaty of Aix-la-Chapelle, a 
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new charter was granted in 1753, re-erecting the body 
corporate, by the name of “The Mayor and Aider- 
men of Madras-patnam ” which was to consist of a 
mayor and nine aldermen, of whom seven at least, 
together with the mayor for the time being, should be 
natural-born subjects, and the remaining two might be 
foreign Protestants, the subjects of any other prince or 
State in amity with the king. It then constitutes a 
Court of Oyer and Terminer and Gaol Delivery, com¬ 
posed of the mayor and any two of the aldermen, and 
provides that the jury, should consist of the principal 
inhabitants of the district, and should take the same 
oaths as are administered in England : and the Civil 
Court is empowered to try all cases except suits be¬ 
tween Indian natives of Madras, which are to be de¬ 
termined by themselves, according to their own law, 
unless they should choose to submit to the judgment 
of the Court. 

Besides the authority conferred by the charter, the 
Company were, by treaty with the Nabob, Sereja 
Dowla, A.D. 1757, empowered to erect a mint, and 
coin money in Calcutta ; and in the same year, they 
acquired a perwannah for the twenty-four pergunnahs , 
which is a district immediately adjoining Calcutta ; so 
that, at that time, instead of Calcutta being part of the 
territories of the king of England, it was held under a 
native prince, by a company of merchants, paying a 
tribute in the shape of a sort of a quit-rent. At the 
period we are now speaking of, the European popu¬ 
lation was inconsiderable, neither fixed or permanent, 
but constantly changing, and consisted rather of tra¬ 
velling merchants, and persons within their employ, 
than of any fixed or stationary body. Had the laws of 
English tenure then prevailed, it would have been im 
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possible to carry them into effect, as it is probable that 
in case intestacy, no such person as the heir-at-law 
would have been to be found in the country; but in 
truth, as far as the law of tenure existed, the Maho- 
medan must have prevailed-. 

The natural course is to consider the law of real 
property according to the lex loci in the East Indies; 
that then would be the Mahomedan law: and the in¬ 
troduction of the English law would not be to the same 
extent as in a country conquered, as Jamaica, or ceded^ 
were the law of the mother-country becomes, ex cort- 
cessu, the law of the colony. In such case, the law. 
previously existing is tabula rasa, and the new law 
prevails to- its full extent.. The prevalence of such a 
- law in India , has never been heard of till the recent 
decision in the Supreme Court of Calcutta. At Madras 
it has not even yet been introduced, all. real property 
being held there to be chattels only, and passed and 
transferred by. instruments used for the conveyance of 
chattels. 

But having briefly examined the nature of the gene¬ 
ral charters, we come now to that of 1774, for erecting 
a Supreme Court of Judicature at Fort William : and 
this will require particular notice. By the 13 Geo. Ill, 
c. 63, s. 13, His Majesty was empowered by charter, 
or letters patent, to establish a Supreme Court at Fort 
William , and the words of that section show the parti¬ 
cular caution with which it was intended this introduc¬ 
tion of the English law. into Calcutta should apply. The 
section first alludes to the charter of 1753, granted by 
George II, which it states—“ does not sufficiently pro¬ 
vide for the due administration of justice in such man¬ 
ner as the state and condition- of the Company’s Pre¬ 
sidency of Fort William in Bengal, so long as the said 
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Company shall continue in the possession of the territo¬ 
rial acquisitions before mentioned , do and must require 
and it then proceeds to empower the king to erect the 
Supreme Court at Fort William, which is declared to 
have “ full power and authority to exercise and per¬ 
form all civil, criminal, admiralty, and ecclesiastical 
jurisdiction;” and “to form and establish such rules 
of practice, and such rules far the process of the said 
Court, and to do all such other things as shall be found 
necessary for the administration of justice, and the due 
execution of all or any of the powers, which, by the 
said charter, shall or may be granted and committed to 
the said Court and declares such Court to be a 
Court of Record, of Oyer and Terminer and Gaol 
Delivery. Now this is not an absolute introduction of 
the English law, but only sub modo, that is, as long as 
the Company shall continue in possession of the terri¬ 
tories there enumerated, and the Company is at the 
same time made the medium for the introduction of 
such parts of the English law, as is capable of being 
applied to the East Indies. That it was a qualified in¬ 
troduction is plain, from the circumstance, that up to 
this moment the trial by jury does not exist except in 
criminal cases. How then can it be argued that the 
feudal law of tenure, with all its various incidents and 
circumstances, which never can exist in that country, 
has been introduced? In a subsequent statute, 21 Geo. 
Ill, c. 70, passed to explain the 13 Geo. Ill, it is, by 
the 17th section, provided, that the Supreme Court 
shall determine all actions and suits against the in¬ 
habitants of Calcutta , in the case of Mahomedans 
and Gentoos, by their own laws and usages, reserving 
to that class which constituted the largest portion of 
the inhabitants of Calcutta , their own peculiar laws 
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and customs: by the 23rd section of the same Act, 
the Covernor-General and Council are empowered to 
frame regulations for the Provincial Courts and Coun¬ 
cils, which form a code of laws for the regulation of 
the whole system of jurisprudence to be administered 
within the jurisdiction of the Supreme Court. By the 
3rd section of the 38th Regulation of 1793, made in 
pursuance of this Act, provision is made for allowing 
aliens to purchase and hold lands, subject to the sanc¬ 
tion of the Governor-General and Council: this regu¬ 
lation expressly recognizes the previous regulation of 
8th June 1787, which was for the same purpose, and 
the effect of which has been, that almost all the land 
in the Mofussil, has been held by foreigners. Let us 
see, however, to what extent the laws of England , as 
regards real property, have been introduced into Cal¬ 
cutta. In Gardner v. Fell* it was held, for the first 
time in this country, that in order to pass lands, held 
in Calcutta, by Will, the Will must be executed ac¬ 
cording to the Statute of Frauds. The Master of the 
Rolls, in hisjudgment, alludes to the case of Freeman v. 
Fairlie, which was then pending, and in which a com¬ 
mission had been issued to ascertain the rules of de¬ 
scent which prevailed in Bengal. That case has been 
since decided, and I understand it only affirms the prin¬ 
ciple before established, by decreeing that lands in 
Calcutta being of the nature of freehold, descend to 
the heir. It does not decide them to be freehold, but 
only of the nature of freehold ; that is, so far as respects 
the right of the heir-at-law to succeed to them. The 
adoption of our form of conveyance by lease and re¬ 
lease is no evidence of the tenure of property there; 
for it has been introduced entirely to prevent forgery, 

0 1 Jacob & Walk. 22.post. 


ON APPEALS FROM THE EAST INDIES. 

and without relation to that assurance. By the char- 
ter of 1774, all lands in Calcutta are liable to be se¬ 
questered, and, after judgment, may be held for the 
payment of the debts, and such is the common course ; 
and it has been held that as the lands are liable to 
debts in the possession of a testator, under the provi¬ 
sion giving the Supreme Court ecclesiastical jurisdic¬ 
tion, they are also liable, in the hands of the executor. 
Now the greater portion of the lands in Calcutta are 
derived through, or immediately from, an executor, 
and consequently that construction of the charter be¬ 
comes of great importance and constant application, 
and was not interrupted until the 9 Geo. IV, c. 33, 
which enacts that whenever any British subjects, or 
persons not being Mahomedans or Gentoos, shall die 
entitled to any real estate in India , such estate shall 
be deemed assets for the payment of debts ; and the 
expression scorns to recognize other than British sub¬ 
jects, and would include therefore French or Portu¬ 
guese, whose lands are thus made liable for the pay¬ 
ment of debts, as before held under the charter of 
* 774 , and the lands treated as chattels, upon which 
execution is to be levied, as upon an ordinary judg¬ 
ment. So much only therefore of the English law as 
relates to chattels is introduced by this statute. We 
insist then, that there is no English law in Calcutta , 
constituting that species of real property, upon which 
the prerogative of the Crown could attach, and which 
would make it unlawful for an alien to hold it. 

Having already shown, that under the regulations, 
an alien may hold lands, it must be presumed that 
General Martin, an officer in the Company’s service, 
held those lands of which he was possessed in the 
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Mofussil, with the sanction and permission of the 

Governor-General and Council, and consequently those 

% 

lands cannot be liable to escheat to the Crown. 

The Will being properly executed, to pass real estate, 
the heir-at-law is wholly disinherited, and cannot 
claim any part of the lands, either in the Mofussil, or 
territories of the King of Oude, and the whole must 
be applied for the purposes, and according to the di¬ 
rection, of the Will. 

With respect to the presumed error in the decree, 
the highest point to which it can be carried, is, that 
the Court, through inadvertence, confirmed the Mas¬ 
ter's report of 1830, which it afterwards opened, 
without, as it is insisted on the other side, directing a 
re-hearing ; but the hearing on further directions was 
a re-hearing for this purpose, and the Court, having 
reserved further directions, was quite competent to 
make them, by sending the case back to the Master. 

There is no difficulty in carrying the testator’s in¬ 
tentions respecting the College at Lucknow into effect. 
The Master so finds, and it is apparent on the face of 
the case: the directions in the Will are sufficiently 
precise and intelligible to prevent any doubt, and the 
doctrine of cypres has no application. I shall, how¬ 
ever, leave these subjects to be discussed by my 
learned friend who is to follow me, and conclude by 
submitting that there is no case in which the preroga¬ 
tive of the Crown can attach; but that if the law of 
alienage shall be held to prevail in the East Indies f 
and to be applicable here, the East India Company, as 
exercising the supreme authority, and enjoying, under 
the grants and charters, the exclusive interest in the 
territories, is entitled to administer the charities with- 
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out infringing on the king’s prerogative, and that 
they ought to be so empowered. 

Mr. E. J. Lloyd : 

The principles governing the escheat to the Crown, 
of lands held by aliens, cannot apply in this case. The' 
history of the establishment of British dominion in the 
East, and the origin and rise of the Company’s power, 
clearly shows that only so much of the English law, as 
was necessary for the protection of the English settled 
at Calcutta, has been introduced. Accordingly, from 
the period of the establishment of the Supreme Court 
in 1765, down to the year 1826, no such claim, as 
that now set up on behalf of the Crown, to lands held 
by an alien, has ever been made; on the contrary, that 
Court has, by repeated and successive dealings with 
lands so held, recognized and acquiesced in such pos¬ 
sessions, and has thus given a sanction, equal to the 

weight of judicial decision, to the legality of the title 
of aliens. 

The right of aliens to hold lands, is a question not of 
tenure, but of sovereignty, depending wholly upon the 
personal allegiance due to the sovereign, which, unlike 
territorial allegiance, can never be modified or diminish¬ 
ed, but must always continue the same: it becomes 
therefore, necessary to inquire whether the sovereignty 
Of the Crown of England, in the East Indies, is such 
as to draw with it all the consequence of personal as 

,Lp iii‘ ’ her it is not from 

the peculiar circumstances, under which it is placed 
subject to many modifications. 

I. The history of the successive acquisitions of the 
territories in the East Indies, shows that the allegiance 
due to the Crown of England, must be of a modified and 
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restricted nature. The grant to the Company in 1699, 
of the three towns of Chinsurch, Chandernagore, and 
Chut ter nuttce (now Calcutta ), was as proprietors, not as 
sovereigns. So the right of coining given in 1757, was in 
the name of the Emperor of Mogul, a deputed authority, 
not a delegated prerogative, for the coinage is to this day 
issued in his name. In the same year the Company 
acquired the twenty-four pergunnahs as zemindars, that , 
is, subordinate chiefs, not absolute sovereigns; and in 
1753, they obtained the grant, which is the foundation 
of all the sovereign rights they exercise to this day. 
Now this grant can never be considered as passing an 
independent sovereignty, for it was derived from, and »s 
at this day, to a certain degree, subordinate to the Great 
Mogul, and can carry with it no rights to the Crown 
of England, but such as were previously possessed by 
the Mogul, and are contained in the grant itself. It 
is not ^pretended that the right of escheat was ever 
possessed by the Mogul, and therefore such a right 
could not pass by the grant; and not being in the 
grant, nor existing previously in the country, how can 
it be said to attach on the land when possessed by the 
Crown, who is, as already shown, but the subordinate, 
and not the absolute, lord of the fee. The Act of the 
9 Geo. IV, cap. 33 , clearly takes this view, for it speaks 
of others than British subjects, and makes real estates 
in the hands of an executor, assets for the payment of 
simple contract debts. 

II. If the bequests in the Will of General Martin are 
general, and not particular, they admit the application 
of the doctrine of cypres. The Attorney-General v. 
Bishop of Oxford, does not apply, for there was no 
general intention indicated by the testator in that case, 
and the particular one could not be carried into effect. 
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But we contend that the particular object in this case 
is capable of being affected, and if that be not, yet 
there is sufficient general intention manifested in the 
Will, to warrant the Court applying the doctrine of 
cypres. The argument on the part of the appellants 
is, that as the Master has found that at the period of 
the testator’s death, it was impossible to execute the 
charitable bequests, therefore there is such a failure as 
to prevent the application of the doctrine of cypres. 
But it appears from the first article of the testator’s 
Will, that he contemplated many objects with refe¬ 
rence to the establishment of Constantia House, and 
that would constitute a sufficient general purpose of 
charity to bring the bequests within the rule. Assuming, 
therefore, that to be the case, the Court would have 
no difficulty, if the charity of Constantia House failed, 
in applying the funds to other charitable purposes—- 
Attorney-General v. Ironmonger's Company ,* which 
was decided on the authority of the Attorney-General 
v. The Bishop of Llandoff. In both these cases, certain 
sums were given for the redemption of British cap¬ 
tives in Barbary ; and that object having failed, the 
Court held, notwithstanding, that the fund had received 
the impress of charity, and decreed the funds to aug¬ 
ment other charities named in the Wills ; that is a 
sufficient authority for applying the liberated fund 
given by General Martin to establish Constantia House, 
in augmentation of the other institutions directed to be 
established at Calcutta and Lyons. 

With respect to the manner in which the Supreme 
Court has dealt with this case on the re-hearing, it is 
objected, that the Court had no power to make the 
reference to the Master, after his previous report had 

e 2 Myl. & Keen, 576. 
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been confirmed. This is not inconsistent with the prac¬ 
tice of the Court of Chancery here— Turner v. Turner * 
It is always open to the Court, on the hearing, if it is 
not satisfied with the Master’s report, to direct a fur¬ 
ther inquiry, even though the report has been con¬ 
firmed ; and where such report is plainly contrary to 
the evidence, the Court would be bound to take such 
a course; and that which it could do on a hearing, it 
is equally competent to do on a re-hearing. 

By the decree of the 7th May 1831, the Supreme 
Court declared its own inability to carry the Lucknow 
charity into effect, that is, upon the Master's finding, 
which was confirmed ; but the Master not having found 
that the Government was unable to carry the charity 
into effect* the Court, on the re-hearing, directs that 
inquiry, and, upon the further report of the Master, 
declared the charity capable of being executed by the 
Government, that is, not inconsistent with the practice 
prevailing here. 

But if the Master's first report is to be held con¬ 
clusive, the funds must remain in Court, to abide the 
possibility of the Lucknow charity being established, 
and cannot fall into the residue, as contended for by the 
appellants— Attorney-General v. Bishop of Chester .+ 
The charity cannot fail for want of a trustee: the Court 
will supply that. With respect to the residue, if the 
testator has impressed the whole of his estate generally 
with a charitable object, the residue must follow the 
same course, and the direction for accumulation in the 
latter clause of his Will, must be referred for its objects 
to the former part, where he expresses his intention of 
establishing many charities in connexion with Con- 
stantia House. 


1 Swan. 155. See authorities, ib. 


•f x Bro. C. C. 444. 



ON APPEALS FROM THE EAST INDIES. 


-255 


The Attorney-General (Sir John Campbell ), and ,8 3 6 - 

the Solicitor-General (Sir Robert Monscy Rolfc), mTZT'of 
for the Crown. * Lyons 

V . 

East India 

The Attorney-General: Company. 

The only question we feel it necessary to argue on 
behalf of the Crown, is that which is placed first, on 
the case submitted by our predecessors in office, re¬ 
specting the effect of the testator, General Martin , 
being an alien, and incapable of holding lands; and the 
proposition which I shall submit to the Court on be¬ 
half of His Majesty, is, that the sovereignty of the ter¬ 
ritories held by the East India Company, is in the 
Crown of England , and that by virtue of that sove¬ 
reignty, upon the death of General Martin, the real 

property of which he was possessed, escheated to the 
Crown. 

The importance of this question, though overrated as 
far as respects this individual case, is considerable; for 
though the Crown would, in case your Lordships shall 
affirm my proposition, be in all probability advised to 
grant these estates for the carrying into effect the ge¬ 
neral intentions of the Will, so far as such intentions 
are capable of being performed, yet in as much as very 
large possessions are held in India by aliens, it will be 
necessary, should the decision of the Supreme Court be 
upheld, to make some immediate legislative provision, 
against the inconvenience which would otherwise ensue. 

Now we submit, that though the Crown could not 
have taken possession of General Martin's estates, he 
being an alien, during his life, without office found, yet 
that on his death they revert absolutely to the Crown, 
and cannot descend to his heir. 

The regulations of 1793, already alluded to, show 
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that the Governor-General in Council has the power 
of permitting or prohibiting, any European holding 
lands within the limits of the town of Calcutta. 

The regulations are made under the powers con¬ 
ferred by Act of Parliament, and are in fact equivalent 
to Orders in Council here; the effect therefore of this 
prohibition to Europeans to hold lands without the 
licence of the Governor-General, would make such 
licence, in the case of an alien, equivalent to letters of 
denization here; and, therefore, unless General Mar¬ 
tin had obtained such, he could not legally hold lands 
in Calcutta . 

I. The law disabling aliens from holding real estates, 
was necessarily introduced, co instanti , the sovereignty 
of these territories became vested in the Crown. At 
that period the natives and inhabitants became sub¬ 
jects of Great Britain, and the lands therefore in their 

hands did not become liable to escheat. 

To ascertain the power of the Crown, we must look, 
not to the history of the Company, as an association 

of merchants or traders, incorporated for the purpose 

of trade- but to the legislative enactments and decla¬ 
rations respecting the rights of the Crown. That the 

sovereignty of the territories in the East Indies belong¬ 
ing to the Company, is in the Crown, admits of no 
doubt: -the 53 Geo. Ill, c. 155, recites that the privi¬ 
leges conferred on the East India Company, should be 
without prejudice to the undoubted sovereignty of the 
Crown of the United Kingdom; and, in the 95th sec¬ 
tion, it is provided that nothing in the act contained, 
shall extend or be construed to extend to prejudice or 
affect the undoubted sovereignty of the Crown of the 
United Kingdom, &c., in and over the said territorial 
acquisitions. Now it cannot be disputed that these 
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territorial acquisitions were originally obtained by con¬ 
quest, and it must therefore be taken that since the 
13 Geo. Ill, c. 63, A.D. 1793, the Crown has held 
this territory in full sovereignty. 

Admitting the general position, that upon the con¬ 
quest of a colony, the law remains unchanged until 
the will of the conquerors is expressed, I apprehend 
that must be taken as between subject and subject, 
not as between the sovereign and the subject, and that 
consequently, be the government of the conquered 
colony what it may, the prerogative law is necessarily 
introduced to an extent sufficient to establish, and 
preserve allegiance between the conqueror and the 
conquered ; of this nature is the law respecting aliens, 
which is not a feudal law, as contended on behalf of 
the appellants, but depending upon a principle of na¬ 
tional or civil policy,* which, while it allows aliens 
to have property in all that is moveable, prohibits 
them holding lands, because they owe an allegiance, 
not to the Crown of England, but to a foreign power. 
The law of alienage has been established, therefore, for 
the purpose of preserving the allegiance from the sub¬ 
jects to the Crown, and not upon the feudal system, as 
a tenure of land. 

In the introduction of this law into a conquered 
colony, the same rules must apply to the East Indies 
as to any other colony, as, for instance, in America, 
and there it is admitted that aliens cannot hold lands.t 
That was the opinion of Sir Fletcher Norton, in 1764. 
Then why in India if not in Pennsylvania ? 

II. The law of real property prevailing in England, 
has been introduced into the East Indies, and the law 
of alienage, being incident to, and parcel of, that law, 

1 Bla. Coni. 372. t .2 dial. Coll, of Opinions, 364. 
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has been established with it. At the period of the ac¬ 
quisition of the territories in the East Indies, there was 
no law applicable to Europeau settlers. The Gentoo 
law was for one set of natives, the Mussulman law for 
another, but there was no law to which Christians 
could conform • for which reason the original settlers 
must necessarily have carried the laws of England 
with them.* 

That the European settlers have so felt and acted, 
is evident, from their having adopted our forms of 
conveyance by lease and release, availing themselves 
of the Statute of Uses; and the Courts holding three 
witnesses to the devise of lands necessary, have in the 
same way, introduced the Statute of Frauds. 

But it is not merely by the acts of the European 
residents themselves, or the decisions of the Supreme 
Courts, that the English law has been introduced: the 
charters granted under Acts of Parliament from 1773 
downwards, ail establish the same fact: by them, courts 
of justice are established, having jurisdiction over all 
persons, without discrimination, within certain limits, 
founded on the same principles and administrating the 
same laws as prevail in the king’s court here. Can 
it be said, that is not an introduction of English 
law? The application of the law of this country to the 
East Indies has been recognized and enforced in our 
own country— Gardner v. Fell, Freeman v. Fair lie. If, 
therefore, the law of real property, as prevailing here, 
is introduced into India, as these authorities establish, 
the heir, to take property, must be, according to the 
rule of law, here; he must be born in jure matrimonia, 
the nearest male descendant of the whole blood: that 
would exclude the party claiming as heir-at-law to 

« 1 Chal. Qp. 194, 195 . 
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General Martin, if he died intestate, for the testator’s 
brother, Louis Martin, was only of the half-blood. 
But General Martin could have no heir, for, not having 
received letters of denization, he had no heritable blood 
in him ; he was not a natural-born subject, and there¬ 
fore the land is escheated to the Crown, that is, inde¬ 
pendent of the law of alienage. 

With respect to the objections urged on the other 
side : first, with regard to allowing Armenians to hold 
lands; that was in pursuance of an agreement made 
between the Government and company of merchants 
trading to the East Indies, of 22nd June 16381 where¬ 
by it was agreed that Armenian merchants should have 
liberty to settle in any of the Company’s cities, garri¬ 
sons, or towns j and to buy, sell, and purchase lands 
and houses. Now, independent of this agreement, if 
the East India Company intended to abrogate the pre¬ 
rogative of the Crown, it could have no legal effect, for 
it was made in 1688, when they were mere settlers 
and merchants, and had nothing like a sovereign 
power or authority. 

Then with respect to the charter constituting the 
corporation, to be composed of a certain number of 
aldermen, all of whom need not be British subjects, 
no real property qualification is required : that might 
have given ground for argument ; but as it is, it is 
only a municipal and fiscal regulation. It was said 
also, that there was an impossibility of granting letters 
of denization : but how is that proved ? I contend, that 
so far from such being the case, the statute 9 Geo. IV, 

C * . 3 . 3 ’ ^ iaS ex P ress, y pointed at such ; when it permits 
British subjects and “others” to purchase and hold 

lands in Calcutta, such others must be those who can 
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legally hold them, and they, if aliens, can only it* 
strictness be such as have acquired letters of deniza¬ 
tion. 

Upon the authorities therefore rn this- country, as- 
well as in India , I contend that the Crown is entitled to- 
the lands possessed by General Martin at his decease-,- 
and that this Court will not be guided by any fancied' 
inconvenience from establishing and giving effect to a 
great constitutional principle* 

The Solicitor-General: 

The authorities already stated, as well as the charter 
giving jurisdiction to the Courts to hold pleas, real* 
personal, and mixed, all conspire to prove that the law 
of real property, as established in this country, pre¬ 
vails in India, and to confirm the deeision of Lord 
Lyndhurst, in freeman v. Fair lie; and if such be the 
fact, the impracticability of aliens holding lands, being 
a parcel of that law, must prevail in the East Indies 
also. This is not a rule of tenure,, but a consequence 
of the royal prerogative, founded upon principles of 
State policy.* The case in Dyer, + (where it is said 
that an alien cannot purchase copyhold lands, because 
he hath no power to retain them, unless wholly for the 
king, and the king cannot hold of any one, and there^ 
fore, if he purchase, it must escheat to the lord,) is 
relied upon, as opposed to the doctrine of Lord Coke; 
but that case is not good law $ it is questioned when^ 
ever cited. If an alien purchase land, it escheats to 
the Crown not withstanding, and that, even though- it 
be copyhold— Holland's case.J 

0 Co. Lit. 26. Calvin's case, 7 Rep. 26. 

f 2 B. 144. % Style’s Reports, p. 20. CM 
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The grounds upon which this law respecting aliens 
rests, are stated in Holland’s case, by Lord Hale , thus: 
—“The reason why an alien may not purchase lands is, 
because that the kingdom might not be impoverished 
thereby, by transporting the revenues of the land into 
a foreign country, and putting a part of it, under the 
subjection of a foreign prince ; it is, therefore, a reason 
of State policy, applicable as well to the territories of 
the Crown, within its own dominions, as those situated 
in our countries, and which have by conquest or treaty, 
become part of its possessions.” The statute 32 Hen. 
VIII, c. 16, s. *3, concerning strangers, enacts “that 
no strangers, except denizens, may take any lease of 
any dwelling-house or shop, within the realm, or in 
any other, the king’s dominions, part of the possessions 
of this country.” 

At that time, Calais , and the northern isles, Guern¬ 
sey and Jersey, were part of the possessions of this 
country j could it be contended that that act did not 
apply to them, as well as the British Isles? 

The opinion of Sir Fletcher Norton , already cited, 
shows that the law is equally applicable to all colonial 
possessions of the Crown j the Acts of Parliament to 
which he refers, the 13 Geo. II, c. 7, and 2 Geo. 
Ill, c. 25, were passed with a view of encouraging fo¬ 
reigners in America, but they, in no respect, alter the 
disqualification of alien to hold lands, without letters 
of denization, or some equivalent. 

The 13 Geo. Ill, c. 14, entitled, “ An act to encou¬ 
rage the subjects of foreign States to lend money upon 
the security of freehold or household estates, in any of 
His Majesty’s colonies, in the West Indies, and to 
render those securities, granted to such aliens, effec¬ 
tual for recovering payment of the money so to be 
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lent, by sale of such freehold or household estates 
was passed in consequence of the alarm prevailing 
after the war of L763, that we had not capital suffi¬ 
cient to manage the transactions in our colonies. It 
recites that doubts had arisen whether, as the law them 
stood, any security, in the nature of a mortgage, 
granted to a foreigner or alien, or to any person in 
trust for him, could be made effectual against such 
estate, for recovering the money lent thereon j and 
that no foreigner or alien, as the law then stood, could' 
bring or prosecute any suit for the recovery of money, 
in any court of' law or equity within His Majesty’s 
dominions^ at a time when the State of which such- 
alien is a natural-born subject, is at war with this 
kingdom; and then, in order to remove such doubts,, 
and to encourage foreigners to lend money on the se¬ 
curity of estates so situated, it is enacted, by the 2nd 
section—“ That in case of non-payment of money so- 
lent, suits may be brought at common law, for the re¬ 
covery of damages, or in the Court of Chancery for 
the colony:, and: the plaintiff: shall be entitled to a like 
remedy for recovery ae a British subjectand by the 
3rd section, power is given to the Court of Chancery, 
to order sale of the mortgaged premises, as in cases 
where the mortgagor had consented to a sale^ 

Now the provisions of this statute are, not that an- 
alien is to take possession of the land so mortgaged, 
but that the Court shall take care that it is sold, and 
there is no authority to be found, more distinctly re¬ 
cognizing the doctrine respecting the inability of aliens 
to hold lands in our colonies, than in the enactments- 
of this statute; and looking at the state of the law, ante¬ 
rior to the passing of this act, recognized and recited 
by the act, it is quite clear that the legislature intended-' 
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to leave this doctrine unimpeached, and by the decla¬ 
ratory part of the act, have, in fact, strengthened and 
confirmed it. 

The cap. 25, of the same year, which was passed to 
explain the two former acts of the 13 Geo. II, c. 7, and 

2 Geo . Ill, c. 25, has in no way varied the effect of the 
.previous act. 

With regard to the objections urged by the appel¬ 
lants, that there is no machinery by which this law 
can be carried into effect, that would apply equally to 
many of our colonies, for, except the Supreme Court, 
there is no other Court of Exchequer; but that is not 
a ground of objection which is tenable ; it cannot be a 
bar to the prerogative of the Crown, which will, if it 
think fit, readily create means to enforce its claims, if 
those means do not at present exist; then, as respects 
the obtaining letters of denization, it is said by the ap¬ 
pellant’s counsel, that no such letters have ever been 
required for aliens resident in India , and that there is 
no mode of obtaining such : that again, is a fallacy ; 
letters obtained from the Home Office here, would be 
just as good for the purpose of holding lands in India , 
or in one of the colonies, as in this country itself ; 
there is no such thing as partial letters of denization ; 
they are in their very nature general, and must extend 
to all the dominions of the Crown. 

It is not fairly put, when it is said that the enforcing 
this rule of the law now, is a breach of faith ; the ab¬ 
staining from such a claim on the part of the Crown, 
may have been accidental, and probably arose, from 
there being no Crown law-officer in the Presidencies, 
the Advocate-General being the officer of the Com¬ 
pany, not of the Crown ; but the absence of asserting 
the prerogative, is no bar to it, when it comes in ques- 
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tion, and those who, like General Martin, being aliens, 
have purchased lands under such disabilities, must 
abide the consequence of their own acts ; it is an evil, 
which, if found to press hard, the legislature can re¬ 
medy without difficulty. 

In the case of Gabriel Vrignon, cited from the re*, 
cords of the Supreme Court, it cannot be contended 
that, because no claim was made on the part of the 
Crown, or no notice taken by the Supreme Court, the 
prerogative of the Crown is barred, when it comes, in 
another case, to be asserted; the case, however, proves 
too much, for the peace with France was only in 1815 ; 
he must have been, at the time of making his Will, an 
alien enemy, and it cannot be contended that an alien 
enemy could have any legal title in lands ; the same 
rule applies to General Martin ; he died in 1800; 
either it must be presumed that he obtained letters of 
denization, or he was a alien enemy, and as such, in¬ 
capable of holding lands. The act of 9 Geo. IV, c. 33, 
known as Mr. Fergusson’s act, has been fully com¬ 
mented on by the Attorney-General; I entirely agree 
in his observations; but I rely especially upon the 
13 Geo. HI, c. 14, conceiving that no sound dis¬ 
tinction can be made between the colonies of the 
Crown in the West India isles, and its possessions in 
the territory of Asia; and I submit, with great confi¬ 
dence, that the lands of General Martin, situate in 
Calcutta , or within the Presidencies of Fort William, 
or the provinces subject thereto, are forfeited, and 
must be declared to have escheated to the Crown. 


Mr. Tinney (in reply): 

The inconvenience of applying the laws respecting 
aliens to the East Indies , is admitted on all hands, but 
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the law-officers of the Crown say it can be remedied, 
by the Crown granting the funds, in this particular 
case, to the objects contemplated by General Martin 
in his Will, and preventing, by legislative enactment, 
a similar inconvenience occurring again; and they 
hold out a reasonable expectation, that that course 
will be adopted here, if your Lordships shall, in this 
respect, affirm the decision of the Court below. 

However satisfactory to the parties such a promise 
may be, it is better to have the limits of this branch of 
law well defined, for it is impossible to say, in what 
cases it may not be made applicable, if allowed here ; 
it is admitted that the rule cannot extend beyond the 
lands in Calcutta , and the Mofussil; the lands, there¬ 
fore, in Lucknow , are not affected by it. 

No authority of any kind has been produced, to 
show that the escheat to the Crown, in the case of 
alienage, is any other than a rule of municipal law; 
if it were otherwise, it would prevail in other countries 
than England ; in the Canadas therefore, it might be 
expected, but there, the old French law, the Droit 
d'Aubaine, which repudiates our law of alienage, pre¬ 
vails, and though at his death, the lands of an alien 
go to the Crown, yet he can hold them during his 
life. The authorities referred to by B/ackstonc, vol. i, 
372, confirm this view, and show that by the civil law, 
no such prerogative as that contended for, existed! 
By the Mahomedan law, aliens may hold lands. The 
escheat of a copyhold, in the possession of an alien, 
cannot be; it is contrary to the case in Styles, where a 
beneficial interest in copyholds was seized under in¬ 
quisition, and the judgment was removeas manus ; the 
Judges said that, in as much as it was a mere beneficial 
interest, the legal estate could not go to the Crown 
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and from that time to this, there has been no decision 
touching the point of copyhold. 

The argument on behalf of the Crown, assumes, that 
if any part of the law of real property is introduced, 
the law respecting aliens must necessarily follow; that 
is not a sound conclusion, nor is it warranted by the 
authorities cited;* it must appear itself to have been 
introduced, being cot a rule of tenure, but a municipal 
regulation, 

-The charters of Geo . I and II, recite that foreigners 
have settled within the territories belonging to the 
Company ; that can mean nothing else than that they 
have become residents, and if so, purchasers and 
owners of houses and lands; the charter under 13 Geo. 
Ill, c. 63, is, in fact, the lirst introduction of English 
law into the East Indies; but it is chiefly for the 
.purpose of establishing courts of .justice, that that 
.charter was granted, and nothing is said in it respect¬ 
ing the special introduction of any particular branch 
of the laws of this country. It provides, moreover, 
that such courts shall exist, only so long as the Com¬ 
pany shall continue in possession of their territorial 
acquisitions. By the 38th regulation of 1793, sec. 3, 
it is provided, 41 that no European, of whatever nation 
or description, shall purchase real, or occupy directly, 
or indirectly, any land o&t of the limits of the town of 
Calcutta, without the sanction of the Governor- 
General in Council." Now, if an alien could not hold 
land9 before this regulation, what necessity was there 

for it ? 

The act of the 9 Geo. IV, c. 33, which is known as 
Mr. Fergusson’s Act, and which makes real property In 
the possession of Europeans and others, not being Maho* 

0 1 Bla. Com., 108. 
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medans or Gentoos, assets for the payment of simple 
contract debts, affords the strongest argument in favour 
of the appellants; for the strained construction which 
has been attempted to be given to the word “ others,” 
as meaning other European aliens, who have acquired 
letters of denization, and for which the counsel for the 
Crown are indebted to the suggestion of the Court, 
can never be supported ; accordnig to the English law of 
alienage, an alien cannot die seised or entitled, but the 
words of the act are—“ shall die seised or entitled 
there is nothing in the act to distinguish any of the 
various denominations of residents in India , not being 
Europeans, Mahomedans, or Gentoos, all of- whom are 
included under the words “ others/’—Parsee, Armenians, 
Bermese, Frenchmen, Chinese, &c. 

With respect to the act of Henry VIII, cited by the 
Solicitor-General, that is strongly in my favour, for the 
words there used are, “ within this realm, or any other of 
the king^s dominions.’* Now this is a legislative recog¬ 
nition that the colonies are not part of the kingdom, 
but are other dominions, and Blacksto?ie says, respect¬ 
ing those territories which belong to the Crown, but 
which are no part of the kingdom, —“ the common law 
of England has no allowance; they being no part of 
the mother country, but distinct, though dependent, 
dominions;”* the law of alienage, therefore, could not 
prevail in them at the time of passing the act. The 
statutes 13 Geo. II, c. 7, and 2 Geo. Ill, c. 14 and 25, 
only prove that doubts existed with regard to the law 
of alienage in our American colonies, and were 
passed to encourage foreigners to make loans, by pro¬ 
viding special and extraordinary means for their secu¬ 
rity. The Solicitor-General’s argument, that these 

* Vol. i. 108. 
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acts, either directly or indirectly, prove that aliens 1 
could not hold lands in our colonies, is not supported 
by the extraordinary remedies there given. The argu¬ 
ment of the Attorney-General is, that aliens cannot 
hold lands in India, because they have no inheritable 
blood; they cannot therefore transmit them : but that 
is no ground of objection; a bastard, in'this country, has- 
no inheritable blood, yet no one doubts but that if seised 
in fee, he can transmit his estate by Will. In what 
respect does the condition of General Mosrtin^ an* alien* 
by birth, but admitted and declared by the decree of 
the Court, to be entitled to hold lands in India , and 
devising the same by Will, differ? Against the finding 
of the Court, no question was raised, and it cannot 
now, as an after-thought, be impeachedGenerali 
Martin must be presumed to have been legally entitled, 
and to have acquired a license to hold lands, in pur¬ 
suance of the regulations. 

II. With regard to establishment of the College alj 
Lucknow : The rule of the Court of Chancery here is, 
that it does not interfere in the execution of a foreign 
charity; and the doctrine of cypres does not apply to* 
such cases. The Master, after a second reference, has 
found, that the Supreme Court cannot carry that part 
of the testator's Will into effect- that finding is con¬ 
firmed, and a decree made thereon: that, therefore, is, 
in effect, a declaration by the Court, that the charity 
cannot be established; and any new inquiry is inconr 
sistent with that decree —Morgan v. Loans.* But,, 
suppose it otherwise, how can the Court give effect tp* 
the charity? Upon the further report obtained,, the 
Master finds, that the government is willing to 
receive, and apply such sums, as the Court shall de- 

9 8 Bligh., New Series, 777, 797, 819. 
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cide, applicable to the charity. In the first place, that 
is not a finding, that the government can give effect to 
the charity ; and, in the next place, if it were, it is not 
such a mode of giving effect to it, as the Court could, 
or ought, to sanction. What security can the Court 
have, that the charity will ever be established ; or, if 
established, will be permanent? The Supreme ’Court 
can exercise no control over the Governor-General ; 
nor can the government ensure the existence of the 
charity for one moment, after it has parted with the 
funds. The case of Attorney-General v. Bishop of 
Chester , was a prospective charity : the fund was to be 
applied, if a certain state of things ever took place; 
and the Court necessarily retained possession of the 
fund, to wait the happening of the event contemplated. 
That is not the case here. The college at Lucknow is 
not to be established upon a future contingent event ; 
but it is directed to be founded, and established, imme¬ 
diately, In the Attorney-General v. Lepine* a rever¬ 
sionary estate, bequeathed to the minister and church 
officers of a parish in Scotland, for charitable purposes, 
was directed to be invested in stock, in the name of 
the Accountant-General, and the dividends to be paid, 
from time to time, to the minister and church officers 
of the parish: but the Courts of Scotland, having ju¬ 
risdiction to administer the charity, an order, confirm¬ 
ing the Master’s report, in approbation of a scheme, 
was reversed. In the Attorney-Gc'neral v. Stephens A 
the Court proceeded only so far as to appoint a trustee 
of a fund bequeathed to a foreign charity : it did not 
pretend to appoint a scheme; but simply, upon the 
well-known principle of the Court, that a trust never 
fails for want of a trustee, it appointed one in the room 
* 2 Swan. 181. t 3 Myl. and Keen, 347. 
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of the British Consul-General and treasurer of the Bri¬ 
tish contribution fund in Lisbon, whose office, at the 
decease of the testator, no longer existed. That is 
wholly inapplicable to the case now before the Court. 
There is no want of a trustee here, because, in factj 
there is no trust to execute. The King of Oude does- 
not claim the fund : there is no hand to pay it to: it 
must, therefore, fall into the general funds of the tes¬ 
tator, and form part of the residue. The doctrine of 
cypres cannot be applied' to a foreign charity: the 
King’s sign manual cannot operate beyond the jurisdic¬ 
tion of the King’s Courts: there is no principle, or 
decision, for such a proposition. Upon the authority 
of the Attorney-General v. The Ironmongers' Company, 
the third part of- the residue, set apart for the college at 
Lucknow, if it does not go to the next of kin, must go 
ito augment the several charities mentioned in the Willi 
The Mayor of Lyons would, in such case, be entitled, 
to a moiety of such third. 


m February Lord BROUGHAM:- - 

The first, and by far the most important; question; 
brought before us, in this case, is, whether or not the 
testator, being an alien, could devise his real property: 
in Other words, whether, or not, that portion of the 
English law, which incapacitates aliens from holding 
real estates ta their own use, and transmitting it, by 
descent or devise, extends to Calcutta, and to the 
Mofussil. 

As the argument, for its extending to Calcutta, is 
very much stronger than that for its extending to the 
Mofussil , it may be well to consider the former in the 
first place. 

It is agreed, on all hands, that a foreign settlement,. 
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obtained in an inhabited country, by conquest, or by 
cession from another Power, stands in a different rela¬ 
tion to the present question, from a settlement made by 
colonizing, that is, peopling an uninhabited country. 

In the latter case, it is said, that the subjects of the 
Grown carry with them the laws of England , there 
being, of course, no lex loci. In the former case, it is 
allowed, that the law of the country continues until 
the Crown, or the legislature, change it. This dis¬ 
tinction, to this extent, is taken in all the books: it is 
one of the six propositions, stated in Campbell v. Hall , 
as quite clear, and no matter of controversy in the 
case. And it had been laid down, in Calvin' s case; in 
Dutton v. Howell;* in Blankard v. Gadd, ( Salk.,) by 
Lord Holt, delivering the judgment of the Court; and 
nowhere more distinctly, and accurately, than in the 
decision of this Court.t Two limitations of this pro¬ 
position are added, to which it may be material that 
we should attend. One of these refers to conquests, 
or cessions. In Calvin's case, an exception is made of 
infidel countries; for which it is said, in Dutton v. 
Howell, . that, though Lord Coke gives no authority, 
yet it must be admitted, as being consonant to reason. 
But this is treated, in terms; as an “absurdity,” by the 
Court, in Campbell v. Hall: the other limitation refers 
to new plantations. Mr. Justice Blackstone,% says 
that only so much of the English law is carried into 
them, by the settler, as is applicable to their situation, 
and to the condition of an infant colony. And Sir 
Wm. Grant, , in Attorney.General v. Stuart ,§ applies 
the same exception, even to the case of conquered or 
ceded territories, into which the English law of property 
has been generally introduced. Upon this ground, he 
0 Shower, Pari. Ca. 24. + Anon.—2 Peere Will. 75 
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held, that the Statute of Mortmain does not extend to 
the colonies governed by the English law, unless it has 
been expressly introduced there; because it had its 
origin in a policy peculiarly adapted to circumstances 
of the mother country. 

Then, is Calcutta to be considered as an uninhabited 
district, settled by English subjects; or as an inhabited 
district, obtained by conquest or cession? If it falls 
within the latter description, has the English law, inca¬ 
pacitating aliens, ever been introduced? If that law 
has never been introduced, has there been such an in¬ 
troduction of the English law, generally, that those 

t * * 

parts, which have been introduced, draw along with 
them the law touching aliens? An answer to these 
three questions, if it do not exhaust the argument, 
seems to carry us sufficiently near to the conclusion at 
which we seek to arrive; and it will include a consi¬ 
deration of the only reason for the proposition upon 
which the judgment below is mainly rested, viz., that 
the royal prerogative extends necessarily and immedi¬ 
ately, to all acquisitions, however made, and that the 
forfeiture of aliens real estate is parcel of that prero¬ 
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gative. 

1. The district on which Calcutta, is built, was ob¬ 
tained by purchase, from the Nabob of Bengal, the 
Emperor of Hindostaris lieutenant, at the very end of 
the 17th century. The Company had been struggling 
for nearly 100 years, to obtain a footing in Bengal, 
' and till 1696, they never had more than a factory here 
and there, as the French, Danes, aud Dutch also had. 
Till 1678, their whole object was to obtain the power 
of trading, and it was only then that they secured it, 
by a firman from the Emperor; from that year, till 
1696, they in vain applied to the native government, 
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for leave to fortify their factory on the Hoogly, and it 
was only then that they made a fortification, acting 
upon a kind of half consent, given in an equivocal 
answer of the nabob ; encouraged by the protection 
which they were thus enabled to afford the natives, 
many of them built houses, as well as the English 
subjects; and when the nabob, on this account, was 
about to send a cady or judge, to administer justice to 
those natives, the Company’s servants bribed him, to 
abstain from this proceeding. Some years afterwards, 
the Company obtained a grant of more land and vil¬ 
lages from the emperor, with renewed permission to 
fortify their factories; during all this period, tribute 
was paid to the emperor, or his officer, the nabob; 
first, for leave to trade, afterwards as zemindars , under 
the emperor; and in 1757, the year memorable for the 
battle of Plassey , the treaty with Jaffier Ally , indemni¬ 
fying them for their losses, ceding the French posses¬ 
sions, and securing their rights, and binding them to 
pay their revenues like other “ Zemindars Eight 
years later, they likewise received from the native go¬ 
vernment, a grant of the Hcwanny, or Receivership of 
Bengal, Bahar , and Orissa / and of their subsequent 
progress in power, it is unnecessary to speak; enough 
has been said, to show that the settlement of the Com¬ 
pany in Bengal was effected by leave of a regularly- 
established government, in possession of the country, 
invested with the rights of sovereignty, and exercising 
its powers: that by permission of that government, 
Calcutta was founded, and the factory fortified, in a 
district purchased from the owners of the soil, by per¬ 
mission of that government, and held under it, by the 
Company, as subjects owing obedience, as tenants 
rendering rent, and even as officers, exercising, by dele- 

J J 
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gation, a part of its administrative authority. At what 
precise time, and by what steps, they exchanged the 
character of subjects for that of sovereign, or rather, 
acquired by themselves, or with the help of the Crown, 
and for the Crown, the rights of sovereignty, cannot 
be ascertained 5 the sovereignty has long since, been 
vested in the Crown, and though it was at first recog¬ 
nized in terms by the legislature, in 1813, the statute 
53 Geo. Ill, c. 15S, s. 95, is declaratory, and refeFS to 
the sovereignty, as “ undoubted,” and as residing in the 
Crown 5 but it is equally certain, that for a long period 
of time after the first acquisition, no such rights were 
claimed, nor any acts of sovereignty exercised; and 
that during all that time, no English authority existed 
there, which could affect the land, or bind any but 
English subjects. The Company and its servants were 
then in the situation of the Smyrna, or the Lisbon fac¬ 


tories, at the present time. 

2. The next question is, has the English law, inca¬ 
pacitating aliens, ever been introduced? It follows 
from what has been observed, not only that Calcutta 
was a district acquired in a country peopled, and 
having a government of its own, but that, for a long 
course of time, no such law as that which incapacitates 
aliens, could be introduced, any more than it could 
now be introduced into such part of the Asiatic, or 


Portuguese territory, as those factories may occupy. 
But even where the sovereignty rested in the Crown, 
there is every argument of probability, against a law 
being introduced, so inapplicable to the circumstances 
of the settlement. Sir William Grants reasons for 
confining the Mortmain Act to England , have a mani- 
•"■^^^plication to this case; for though they are mainly 
dr^wn'frj? m P rov * lslons t ^ at act k em S adapted to 
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the peculiar circumstances of the mother country, they 
plainly proceed upon the assumption, that the inten¬ 
tion of the legislature to confine the operation of the 
act may be gathered from thence j and it should seem 
that such intention is even more directly to be gathered 
from the fact, that the provisions in question are ma¬ 
nifestly inapplicable to the circumstances of the set¬ 
tlement. At whatever time the sovereignty was ac¬ 
quired, and the power of introducing the alien law 
became vested in the Crown, the real property in Cal¬ 
cutta must have been held indiscriminately by subjects 
and foreigners; the sudden application of such a law, 
is, in the highest degree, improbable, because it would 

work great inconvenience, and grievous injustice; but, 

if the sovereignty was gradually acquired, if the tran- 
sition of the Company from the state of subjects under 
the Mogul, to an independent authority, was slowly 

made, by imperceptible steps, the introduction of the 

alien law became still more improbable j for no act 
could then be done by the party obtaining the domi¬ 
nion, nor any stipulation made by the party becoming 
subjects, to secure the rights of the one, or restrain 
the power of the other. This may always be done 
where a conquest, or cession, at once vests the sove¬ 
reignty of a district in one State, which had previously 
belonged to another- the treaty may ascertain, and 
almost always does ascertain, the relative rights of the 
parties, as to the property of the country j but in the 
present case, no such definition could possibly take 
place } and this exceedingly increases the improbability 
of such a law having been introduced at all. 

Nor does the argument rest here ; the well-known 
facts are wholly inconsistent with the supposition that 
this law ever was in operation, and the acts of the so- 
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vereign power, the legislative acts of the Crown, and- 
of those to whom its authority is delegated, and the 
acts of the Parliament itself, plainly proceed upon the 
footing of this law never having extended to Bengal . 

The facts must, of necessity, be numerous, and of- 
constant occurrence, for every foreigner holding a house 
by lease, or by freehold tenure, affords an instance ofc 
the law not being in operation ; and no instance has 
been produced,—indeed it is agreed on all hands, that 
no instance has ever existed,—of a forfeiture to the 
Crown for this cause. There is no such a thing known, 
in those parts, as an inquisition of office, or any ana¬ 
logous proceeding, or any proceeding whatever, for en¬ 
titling the Crown, or those exercising its delegated au¬ 
thority, to the real estate, or chattels real of aliens, 
within the district. When those foreigners die, their 
real estates have descended to their heirs,, or been 
taken by their devisees, or been administered as assets, 
by their executors, without any claim ever having been, 
made by the sovereign power, which would, here in- 
England, have been entitled without any office. Eject¬ 
ments have been brought, and the parties in possession 
have never been advised to set up the defence, that 
the lessor of the plaintiff, claimed by descent from an 
alien, and dower has been assigned to widows alien, 
also. Previous to 1 826, which is a long time after the 
present proceedings were instituted, and after the first, 
decree in the cause, no mention of the subject appears 
ever to have been made, in any place, or in any court 
of justice j assuredly, if the law be as is contended'* 
and the Crown by law is entitled, no one can contend 
that it is too late to declare the law, and enforce the 
right ; but the whole question turns upon this,—has the 
law in question been introduced? and the non-clain* 
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is material, to show that it has not been introduced, 
because it is not merely the acquiescence of a party; 
it is the acquiescence of that power which alone pos¬ 
sessed the right to introduce the law, and affords strong 
proof that this power never had introduced it. 

But the acts of the same power, afford positive evi¬ 
dence, yet more distinct. The charter of the 13 Geo. I, 
expressly sets forth, that the intention of the Crown 
is, to induce foreigners to settle within the district:— 
“ Whereas, the East India Company have, by a strict 
and equal distribution of justice, very much encouraged, 
not only our own subjects, but likewise, the subjects 
of other provinces, and the natives of the adjacent 
countries, to resort to, and settle in the said towns, 
factories, and places, especially in Calcutta, Madras, 
and Bombay to enable them the better to administer 
justice, corporations of mayor and aldermen are con¬ 
stituted, with power to administer justice ; and it is ex¬ 
pressly provided, that of the aldermen, seven shall be 
natural-born subjects, and two may be subjects of any 
other province or State, in amity with the Crown, and 
all of these are to be chosen from the principal in¬ 
habitants of the Presidencies. In the successive re¬ 
newals of this charter, down to the end of George II, 
the only change in the province is, adding the qualifica¬ 
tion, that of the nine aldermen, the two foreigners 
shall be Protestants. This charter could hardly have 
been so worded, had the Crown intended that aliens 
should be incapable of holding lands j and it certainly 
could never have contained the provision directing two 
aliens to hold offices of trust, under the Crown, or di¬ 
recting all the aldermen, including the aliens, to be 
chosen out of the principal inhabitants, if the general 
incapacities of aliens, by the English law had been intro- 
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duced into Bengal] for even if their disqualification to- 
hold office can be traced no higher than the statute,, 
there can be no argument raised in favour of the intro¬ 
duction of this part of the English law into Calcutta, be¬ 
fore the statute 11 & 12 Will. Ill, c. 44, was passed. 

Observe too, in what way the supreme authority in. 
Bengal , exercising the delegated powers of sovereignty, 
regards aliens; and mark if it views them as at all on 
a different footing from subjects in respect of rights of 
property. The Regulation 38, A.D. 1 793, was made, as 
the title states, to enforce the “ existing rules against 
Europeans of any description holding lands without the 
sanction of the Governor in Counciland the third 
section enacts, that “no European, of whatever nation, 
or description, shall purchase, rent, or occupy, directly, 
or indirectly, any lands out of the limits of Calcutta ,. 
without the sanction of the Governor-General in Coun¬ 
cil; and all persons now so holding land beyond the 
limits of Calcutta , without having, obtained such per¬ 
mission, in. opposition to the repeated prohibitions of 
Government, or who may hereafter so purchase, rent,, 
or occupy land, shall be liable to be dispossessed of the 
land, at the discretion of the Governor-General, in 
Council, nor shall they be entitled to any indemnifica¬ 
tion for buildings- which they may. have erected, or 
other account.” No- statute made for England* could, 
have been so framed. It would have been absurd to- 
prohibit Europeans, “of whatever nation or descrip? 
tion,“ doing that which only one class of Europeans, 
viz., British subjects, could by law do. The provision, 
of the Bengal regulation, manifestly proceeds upon the 
assumption, that persons other than subjects, could,, 
but for the prohibition, and the former rules which it 
is made to enforce, have held lands. It declares that 
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aliens, as well as subjects, shall be liable to be dispos¬ 
sessed of lands purchased contrary to the enactment, 
which would have been wholly absurd if aliens had 
been liable to be dispossessed upon office found, whe¬ 
ther the prohibition had been issued or not. It would 
'be difficult to produce a clearer recognition, that the 
sovereign power did not consider that the alien law had 
ever been introduced into Bengal; but it seems also to 
admit, that in Calcutta, and notwithstanding the pro¬ 
hibition, foreigners as well as subjects, might hold lands 
without licence, for it confines the prohibition to the 
Mofussil: “out of Calcutta ” are the words. 

The same inference is more strongly raised by the 
statute 9 Geo. IV, c. 33, “ for declaring and settling 
the law respecting the liability of the real estates 
of British subjects and others within the jurisdiction 
of the Supreme Courts in India, as assets for the pay¬ 
ment of the debts of their deceased owners.” It de¬ 
clares and enacts, that when any British subject shall 
die seised of, or entitled to, any real estate in houses, 
lands, or hereditaments, or “whenever any person, not 
being a Mahomedan, or Gentoo, shall die so seised or 
entitled, then such real estate of such British subject, 
or other person as aforesaid,” shall be assets; and it 
afterwards declares the executor or administrator “ of 
such British subject, or other person,” entitled to sell 
and dispose of such real estate, and to convey and as¬ 
sure the same to purchasers, in as full and effectual 
a manner as the testator or intestate, could or might 
have done in his lifetime. Surely this could have no 
meaning, unless persons other than British subjects, 
that is aliens, could by law be seised of or entitled to, 
real estate; and nothing could be more absurd than to 
declare, that the executors and administrators of aliens 
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shall be entitled to sell the real estates of aliens, testa- 
tors or intestates, in as full and effectual a manner in 
law as the testators or intestates could have done, if 
those testators or intestates could not in any manner 
or way have sold or devised, or in any way have dealt 
with such estates. Suppose such an enactment in any 
statute relating to this country, and see how absurd it 
would have been. This seems strongly to prove, that 
our law as to aliens was not understood by the legisla¬ 
ture to have been introduced into India before 1828 ; 
and yet the earliest of the cases, the only one before 
the case at bar, had then been decided at Calcutta. 

But it seems to be contended both here and below, 
that there is something in the law incapacitating aliens, 
which makes it, so to speak, of necessary application 
wheresoever the sovereignty of the Crown is estab¬ 
lished, as if it were inherent in the nature of sovereign 
power. To this a sufficient answer has been already 
afforded, if the acts of the sovereign power to which we 
have referred, show that no such application to Bengal 
ever was contemplated, unless direct authority can be 
produced to show that the right is inseparable from the 
sovereignty, and, as it were, an essential part of it. 
Now, there is no intimation of any thing of the kind in 
those cases where the whole subject is discussed most 
at large, as in Calvin's case, where all the doctrines 
connected, however remotely, with each head of the • 
argument, are broached; Lord Hale's famous judgment 
in Collingwood v. Pace;* and Lord Mansfield’s in Hall 
v. Campbell. But in the absence of any such authority, 
the distinct recognition by the sovereign, of the capa¬ 
city of aliens, is itself a strong authority against the po¬ 
sition, which affirms the title of the Crown to aliens 

® 1 Vent. 413- 
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estate to be inseparable from the sovereignty. At the 
very least, it shows either that the right in question 
<loes not exist, or that it has been waived and removed. 

It should seem, however, independent of these con- 
siderations, that there is no warrant in the nature of 
the th.ng for the position, that this right is an incident 

of. sovereignty. It certainly is not an incident to sove¬ 
reignty ; in several other countries the sovereign has 
no such right. In France, for example, aliens can hold 
lands without entitling the Crown, and can transmit 

.Trr a'" 5 ' Th ' S WaS abr ° gated ^ ordonnaux, 

trVl , 8 , 4 , the Droit d’Aubainc having been 
abolished at the Revolution, and the proviso of reci¬ 
procity at the Restoration introduced fprovided the law 
of their own country gives the same right to French 
subjec 5 then seised of lands). Besides, if reference be 

nrerl prer u ° 2 ative ° f «>« English Crown, that 

prerogative m other particulars is of as high a nature 

eing given for the same purposes of protecting the’ 

‘‘ ' S n0t intended that these branches are 
extended to Bengal. Mines of precious metals treat 

sure-trove, royal fish, are all vested in the Cro^vn, for 
the purpose of maintaining its power, and enabling it 
to defend the State. They are not enjoyed by the so¬ 
vereign in all or even in most countries, and no one 

has said that they extend to the East Indian posses- 
sions of the British Crown. P 

3. Can it then be contended, that the general intro 
duct,on of the English law draws after or with it that 
branch which relates to aliens? This is the third 
ques ,on proposed, and to this an answer, or the ma- 

erials for an answer, have already been furnished - for 

had the negative position only rested upon want of in- 
Stances where the rights of the Crown had been en- 
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forced, it might have been said that the general appli¬ 
cation of the English laws implied that of the portion 
in question ; but the acts of the power which alone 
would introduce this portion, and which alone intro¬ 
duced the English laws generally, show that it was 
introduced, not in all its branches, but with the excep¬ 
tion of this portion at the least: this must be admitted, 
unless it can be maintained that there is no possibility 
of introducing the English laws at all, without intro¬ 
ducing every part of them, which clearly cannot be 
asserted ; for notwithstanding the extent to which the 
laws have been introduced, it is allowed on all hands 
that many parts of them are still unknown in our 

Indian dominions. 

The argument to which we are adverting assumes, 
that the English laws regulating veal property generally 
have been introduced, and for this position the case of 
Freeman v. Fair lie* is cited. But that case only decided 
that the estate in land and tenements of a British sub¬ 
ject in Calcutta, was of such a nature as to descend to 
him according to the English law of succession—that 
it was freehold of inheritance. It is true that this con¬ 
clusion was reached by the adoption of the larger po¬ 
sition, that the English law had been introduced into 
the settlement; but whatever went beyond the point of 
the land being freehold of inheritance was obiter, and 
cannot be said to have been decided. It must further 
be observed, that the grounds of the more general po¬ 
sition, were chiefly the practice of the settlement in 
regard to the mode of conveyances, viz., by lease and 
release, with the course of succession, and also the 
charters of the Company, with the Acts of Parliament 
referring to them, the charter of the 13 Geo. I, being 

0 Post. 
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the one principally cited. Now no one who reads that ‘St¬ 
able judgment can entertain a doubt, that the same Mayor of 
learned }udge, had he been called upon to determine 
whether or not the law extended to alien incapacities, East India 
when he found the practice wholly against this exten- CoMPANY * 
sion without any exception, and when he also found 
the language of the charters, especially that of 1726, 
as well as the provisions of the regulations 1793, and 
of the act passed in 1828, all proceeding upon the sup¬ 
position of aliens being equally capable with subjects 
of holding and transmitting real property,—would have 
decided against extending and applying to the law of 
alienage, the proposition which he had laid down upon 
the facts then before him, and upon the branches of 

the English law connected with the case under his im¬ 
mediate consideration. 

If* indeed, the whole English law of real property, 
or even all its principal provisions, have been intro¬ 
duced into these settlements, an event which must have 
taken place many years back, how came it to pass, that 
as late as 1817 there could have been any question 
made, whether or not Wills to pass real estate must be 
witnessed according to the provision of the Statute of 
Frauds ? Yet it was then, and while Freeman v. Fair lie 
was pending before the same Court, for the first time 
determined, that those provisions extended to Calcutta 
—determined too upon a full inquiry into the facts, 
and examining evidence of persons conversant with the 

L nd, irrJ aW; and k ‘ S Plain * fr0m the inquiry which 
Sir T 1 ilham Grant had directed, and from what Sir 

Thomas Plumer afterwards says in giving judgment * 

that the mere proof of property being fee simple and 

inheritable by the English law was not deemed suffc. 

Gardiner v. Fell, post. 
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eient, but a further inquiry was directed, whether ife 
passed by Will, without more than two subscribing; 
witnesses. Nor can any distinction be taken between 
that case and the present, upon the ground that there 
the question related to the introduction of a statute; 
and that here the introduction of the common taw is 
m dispute y for in Freeman v. Fair lie, and in almost 
every question that can be raised, touching the appli¬ 
cation of the forms of conveyance known in our law,, 
the argument is confined entirely to assurances, which- 
are the creatures of statute. No instance has ever been 
produced of land passing in Calcutta , by the common, 
law conveyance of feoffment and livery. The introduc¬ 
tion of the English haw is proved by showing, that the 
mode of conveyance is adopted by lease and release,, 
that is,, upon the Statute of Uses. 

Reference has been made, both here and in the Court 
below, to the opinion of Sir F. Norton, in 1764,* and 
the true account of that opinion was given here, though 
it does not seem to be accurately understood below. 
It holds very distinctly, that the subjects of a con¬ 
quered or ceded territory, are only to be considered 
as .not being aliens, by virtue of the treaty which gives 
them the rights of subjects, and that none but such- 
can claim the benefit of the treaty can hold or transmit 
lands. We say this is the purport of the opinion, and 
that it was so represented here* for indeed, the argu¬ 
ment maintained by the Crown, requires the proposi¬ 
tion to be carried thus far—that upon a conquest ot 
cession, all the inhabitants continue aliens after the 
change of dominion, unless, and until, the conquecQ* 
or purchaser grants their naturalization. But this po 
sition seems wholly untenable, for all the authorities. 

• 2 Chal, Opinions, supra. 
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lay it down, that upon a conquest, the inhabitants 
ante 7 iati, as well as post ?iaii, of the conquered coun¬ 
try become denizens of the conquered country; and to 
maintain that the conquered people become aliens to 
their new sovereignty upon his accession to the domi¬ 
nion over them, seems extremely absurd,—almost as 
inconsistent with common sense as it would have been 
to hold the English inhabitants aliens under James I, at 
a time when there was even a question raised whether 
the ante nati of Scotland, did not become by his acces¬ 
sion denizens in England. The Court below, it must 
be observed, distinctly admit that conquest operates 
what they term a virtual naturalization. But Sir F. 
Norton holds, that without express provision in a 
treaty, the subjects conquered are aliens ; even if all 
the rest of the argument be admitted, still it cannot be 
denied that the Crown may relinquish its prerogative ; 
indeed, whenever the inhabitants of conquered pro¬ 
vinces are held to obtain the rights of subjects by 
treaty, (and even Sir F. Norton has no doubt of this 
being possible,) those who hold the doctrine the most 
vigorously, must say that the treaty is a voluntary 
abandonment of a right of the Crown. It evidences 
the will of the sovereign to exempt the conquered ter¬ 
ritory from this branch of his prerogative. But the 
same will of the sovereign may be collected from other 
circumstances, and the like abandonment of the prero¬ 
gative be thus evidenced. The charters, regulations, 
and the Act of Parliament, to which reference has so 
often been made, appear sufficient circumstances from 
which to collect this will of the sovereign, and so prove 
the abandonment in the present case: and this even 
upon the supposition, that in consequence of the pre¬ 
rogative being generally admitted, the proof lies on 
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those who- would set up an exemption - t on those who 
would show that the English laAV of forfeiture, was not 
introduced into Calcutta. —-rather than on those who 
undertake the affirmative proposition. 

Upon the whole, their Lordships are of opinion that 
the law, incapacitating aliens from holding real pro¬ 
perty to their own use, and transmitting it by descent 
or devise, has never been introduced into Calcutta, 
There appears still less reason to hold that it has ever 
obtained a footing in the Moftissil $ but into the addi¬ 
tional grounds for differing with the Court below, 
upon that part of the case it is unnecessary to enter, 
as we consider that the decree must be reversed upon 
the part relating to the Calcutta property, and there¬ 
fore, can have no doubt as. to pursuing the sanxe 
course with the part relating to the Mofussil property; 
Upon this branch of the cause, therefore, it will be 
necessary to reverse that part of the decree which de¬ 
clares that* the testator having been an alien at his 
decease, his lands and houses in* Calcutta , would not 
pass by his Will $ and that there was not evidence suf¬ 
ficient to determine whether or not'the testator's lands 
and hereditaments in-the Mofussil, could pass by his 
Will, together with the consequential directionsj and 
then to declare- that all the real’ property of which 
the testator died’seised within the Presidency of Fort 
William, whether in Calcutta or not, except in Chan- 
der?iagorc, passed by his Will, and formed part of tha 
residue j and an inquiry must be directed as to the 
nature and tenure of the property at Chander?iagore, 
and the usages and laws prevailing there, touching the 
right of an European alien to devise the same, con¬ 
fining the inquiry directed by the decree to such pro¬ 
perty, and to ascertaining what part of the funds now 
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standing to the account of the cause, has arisen from 
the rents and proiits of the property at Chandcrnagore, 
and the interest of those rents and proiits. 

II. The next point is raised by the course pursued 
below, upon the Marser’s report of the 19th July 1830, 
the re-hearing,—25th July 1831, and the Master’s re¬ 
port, of 1831 ; and this becomes very material, as invol¬ 
ving the question., whether or not the Court was con¬ 
cluded as to the bequest for Constantin College, or the 
Lucknow charity, by what the Master had in the first 
instance found, and by his'finding being confirmed. 

The decree, 2nd December 1822, directed an ia- 
quiry, whether the college could be established, and 
whether the bequest of 4,000 rupees for liberation of 
prisoners at Lucknow , could be carried into effect with 
reference to the testator’s intention, and the sanction 
and dispensation of the Lucknow Government. The 
Master, 3rd February 1830, made his report in the 
negative, as to the 4,000 rupees, following the words 
of the decree ; and as to the college, he reported that 
there was not sufficient evidence before him, to enable 
him to report; but as no further evidence was likely to 
be obtained, he annexed that which had readied him, 
the most material part of which, was a statement of 
the resident, that the King of Oudc would not object 
to the establishment, but would hold out no expecta¬ 
tion of his countenancing or supporting it. 

To this an exception was taken, on the ground that 
the Master had not reported as directed; and the ex¬ 
ception being allowed, it was referred back to the 
Master, who reported, 9th July 1830, that neither the 
establishment of the college, nor the bequest of 4,000 
rupees, could, with reference to the testator’s inten¬ 
tions, and the sanction and disposition of the Lucknow 
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Government, be carried into effect. This second report 

M LySns° F WaS confirmed b y an order made 17th February 1831, 

v . which stands still unaltered. Notwithstanding this, 

Co S mpany! A the Court > on the re-hearing, referred it to the Master, 

to inquire and report whether or not the Governor- 
General in Council, had the means of giving effect to 
the bequests above mentioned ; and whether the Go¬ 
vernor-General would receive, or authorize some one 
to receive, the fund for these purposes. The Master, 
on the 5th November 1831, reported that the Gover¬ 
nor-General was willing to do so, and annexed to his 
report the letter of the Government secretary, stating 
that the Government had no objection to apply the 
money through the Government agent, at Lucknow . 
But the Master did not answer the most material 
question put to him; he did not report whether or 
not the Governor-General had the means of giving 
effect to the bequests. The Court, however, on the 
20th March 1831, confirmed the report, and decreed, 
that, as it was unable to give effect to the bequest 
itself, and as the Governor-General had the means 
and was able to give effect to the bequest, and was 
willing to receive the fund, it should be paid over to 
him, or such person as he should appoint. 

The irregularity of the whole proceeding is mani¬ 
fest. The Master’s report stands confirmed, that the 
bequests could not at Lucknow be carried into effect, 
and the subsequent reference for inquiry, the report 
and confirmation, with the decree proceeding upon 
it, could not be made while that order stood. In the 
Courts of this country, there could be no doubt at all 
upon this head: even this would have been set aside as 
of course; and although sitting in this place, their' - 
Lordships are in the practice of refusing to let mere 
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matter of form shut them out from the substantial *836. 
merits, yet the irregularity, and indeed the total in- m^Hrof 
aptness of the proceeding, is such as could not have Lyons 
been disregarded, had it not been for one considera- East India 
tion of material importance. There was no party in CoMPANY * 
the Court below, interested in objecting to this pro¬ 
ceeding, or rather, indeed, all parties might be said to 
have an interest in letting the irregularity pass, and 
the first report, with the order confirming it, stands. 

Their Lordships do not therefore think that they 
should satisfy the justice of the case, were they to 
suffer the objection now to be taken with effect, and 
the material portion of the decree, to be thus frus¬ 
trated. But it was fit to mark their opinion of the 
irregularity, which, in any other circumstances, must 
have proved fatal. There is another material conside¬ 
ration, besides the one already stated, in favour of 
getting over the irregularity in the present instance. 

The first inquiry and report set forth, that the bequest 
could not be carred into effect, with reference to the 
sanction and disposition of the Government of Oade. 

Now the evidence only states, that the King of Oude 
has no objection to the establishment, though he will 
not promise to encourage it by his countenance and 
support. The report then seems to go beyond the evi¬ 
dence as regards the college, though it seems quite cor¬ 
rect as regards the 4,000 rupees. The inquiries after¬ 
wards directed, apply to the proposed interference of 
the Governor-General, to aid the establishment of 
the college with the Lucknow Government; and it 
may be contended, that if the first report had been more 
in accordance with the evidence, there would not have 
been any material discrepancy between its finding, and 
the subsequent inquiry ; for the subsequent inquiry 
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might be only to ascertain whether the means existed, 
with the help of the Governor-General. Then, supposing 
the irregularity got over, we come to the next question. 

MI. Can the decree, as to the application of the 
fund, stand ?—Shall the fund be applied to the esta¬ 
blishment and support of a college at Lucknow ?—Shall 
it sink into the residue, and he divided between the 
two charities appointed to be established at Calcutta 
and at Lyons? —for the cases of Attorney-General v. 
Bishop of Llandaff\ and Attorney Ge?ieral v. Iron¬ 
mongers' Company , make it clear that in this case, 
which is indeed stronger than either of those, the other 
two charities must take, if the gift fails as regards the 
third. If the fund is to be applied in Lucktiow, shall it 
be applied as the decree directed, or in what other 

wa y?_But it must here be observed that the decree 

assumes the Master to have reported on the evidence 
before the Court, to have proved that the Governor- 
General has the means of giving effect to the bequest 
at Lncknozo ; but this nowhere appears in any way. 
The report of the 5th Novetnber 1831, states that the 
inquiry directed, had been made; viz., whether the 
Governor-General had the means of giving effect to the 
bequest, and was willing to receive the fund, and apply 
it ; but only adds, that the Governor-General was 
willing, without stating whether or not, he had the 
means. The correspondence annexed to the report, 
contains a question put to the Governor-General, by 
the Company’s acting Attorney, whether or not, by 
the Court declaring its own inability to give effect to 
the bequest, (but stating that the Governor-General had 
the means of so doing, and was willing to receive and 
apply the fund,) would be proceeding upon a right con¬ 
struction of the Governor-General's former answer, 
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that the services of the British officer at Lucknow, would 
always be available for the purpose required? The 
answer of the Governor-General avoids the question as 
to his having the means, and only states, that if the 
Court chooses to leave the entire matter to the Go¬ 
vernment, he sees no objection to transfer the duty to 
the agent at Lucknow, and will receive and apply the 
fund. In returning this answer, the Government 
secretary refers in terms, to the words of the proposed 
decree, as stated in the question put by the Company's 
acting Attorney, and as he is silent upon the material 
portion of those words, referring to the Governor-Gene¬ 
ral having “ the means,” there seems no room to doubt 
that the question is purposely avoided. We do not 
therefore think it possible, that this part of the decree 
can stand, because the foundation is removed on which 
it is rested. The Court must have an answer to the in¬ 
quiry, and a reasonable ground for assuming that the 
bequest can be carried into effect, before it can part 
with the fund. But the manner in which it is proposed 
to part with the fund is also, in our opinion, improper. 

I he Court gives the control of it, not to any party, or 
any competent authority, pointed out by the testator, 
as was done in the case of the Provost and Bailiffs of 
Edinburgh v. Aubrey, in Olipha.nl v. Hendrie* and 
the other cases of this class j nor does it give the con¬ 
trol and management to any person under its own su¬ 
perintendence, and amenable to its jurisdiction; giving 
it to the Government, is letting go all hold over it, and 
at once departing with its jurisdiction to those who can 
never, in any way, be interfered with, or called to ac¬ 
count. It appears clear, that if the Court had been 
satisfied of the means existing for effecting the testa- 

i Bro. C. C. 571. 
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tor's purpose at Lucknow , there should have been ap¬ 
pointed a trustee or trustees for applying the fund, 
under the superintendence of the Court, and that 
these trustees should, therefore, have been persons re¬ 
siding within its jurisdiction, and if officers of its own, 
so much the better. 

This part of the decree must therefore be altered, 
by reversing the part which declares that the Governor- 
General had the means, and was able to give effect to 
the bequest for the college at Lucknow, and such part 
of the consequential directions as relates to paying 
over the fund to the Governor-General, or person ap¬ 
pointed by him. But the part of the decree declaring 
the bequest of 4,000 rupees void, is to stand, and also 
the part relating to sums which may be due to persons 
on account of any expenditure already made at Luck- 
7 iow. Then for the part reversed, there must be 
substituted a direction that further inquiry be made as 
to the power of the Governor-General to aid trustees, 
to be appointed by the Court, in giving effect to the 
bequest regarding the college; and if the Court shall 
be satisfied that in this, or in any other way, such 
trustees can give it effect, then the fund is to be paid 
over to such trustees, who are. to report, from time to 
time, to the Master, and to administer the fund under 
the superintendence of the Court; the Court giving 
such directions as may be necessary to establish the 
charity according to the Will. Their Lordships are 
well aware that in pursuing this course, they are sanc¬ 
tioning a proceeding, for which there is no exact and 
complete precedent in the administration of charitable 
funds in this couutry; but, in one respect, there is 
sufficient authority, viz., as far as regards a postpone¬ 
ment of distributions, and the not declaring the gift 



ON APPEALS FROM THE EAST INDIES. 


293 


void, on account of any present difficulty in giving it 
effect: the case of Attorney-General v. Bishop of 
Chester, furnishes a direct authority for not declaring 
a legacy void, because it was for an object which could 
not, at the time, be accomplished, and for retaining the 
fund in Court until it should be possible to apply it j 
no doubt if, in that case, some years had elapsed, and 
no prospect appeared of an episcopal establishment in 
Canada , the Court would then have declared the legacy 
void, and distributed the fund to the parties entitled; 
so here, if it shall be found either at first, that there can 
be no application of the fund in the manner directed by 
the Will, or that the trustees, after making the attempt, 
fail in it, the Court will then direct the same applica¬ 
tion to be made of it, which they would have done had 
the bequest been at first declared void. 

Where there exists a party entitled to receive a 
fund bequeathed for a foreign charity, there can be no 
objection made to give over that fund to him, and 

allowing him to administer it in the country in which 

the charity is to be established ; this has been repeat¬ 
edly done, both where a'party was within the jurisdic¬ 
tion of the Court, and where he was beyond it, as 
Mornet v. Vulliamy (Switzerland), and Marton v. Pax¬ 
ton (Lyons), and Emery v. Hill ,* which followed the 
former precedents. 

The Court has gone further of late years, than 
Lord Hardwick thought he could in Provost of Edin¬ 
burgh V. Aubrey, for he then held that he could give 
no directions as to the distribution. But in Cadet v. 
Grant 1795, OUphant v. Hcndrie, and in Attorney - 
General v. Lefine, the Court interfered with the an 

plication of the fund, directing a scheme to carry the 

0 i Russell 113. 
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charity into execution. In the latter case the ebjeel- 
tion was taken to the jurisdiction, on the ground that 
the charity was to be executed in Scotla?id, but it was 
abandoned, and the decree affirmed on the re-hearing. 
In a subsequent stage of the same cause, the objection 
appears to have been renewed with effect: for there is 
a report of a re-hearing of the former decree, when 
Lord Eldon reversed so much of it as directed the 
scheme approved by the Master to be carried int-o exe¬ 
cution. There is another case, the Attorney-General 
v. the Mayor of London,* as to a charity in America, 

in which no difficulty was held to exist in directing a 
scheme, as long as the American settlement remained 
under the Crown, but then it was contended that, the 
moment they became severed, by the cession at the end 
of the American War, the objection for the first time 
arose. The Court appears there, nevertheless, to have 
directed a scheme, though it was said, and justly said, 
that exactly the same objection as to-the jurisdiction 
existed to the scheme being directed before the sever¬ 
ance as since; for the Court of Chancery had no- juris¬ 
diction before the severance to grant a scheme, except 
to a party within its jurisdiction : the Court operating 
through those parties, the severance made no differ¬ 
ence in that respect. The difficulty in the present case 
arises from there being no party entitled to receive and 
administer the fund abroad, to whom the Supreme 
Court in Bengal could hand it over, and no person 
within its jurisdiction who could administer the fund 
under its superintendence. But, as in this- country 
the Court has directed a scheme where there was a 
party, so it has also supplied the want of a trustee. 
In Attorney-General v. Stephens , the charity was to 
° 2 Swan. 180 ; 3 Bro. C. C. 171 ; 1 Ves. J. 243* 
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be executed in Lisbou } and two trustees bad been named 
by the testator, one of whom was an official person, 
under an Act of Parliament, which being repealed, 
the co-trustee only remained. This was the Consul- 
General, and he refused to continue in the trust with- 
out another to aid him. The Master of the Rolls 
appointed a new trustee on the Consul’s application. 
Possibly this decision, taken with the former one, may 
afford a precedent sufficiently near the present, to war¬ 
rant the course taken. But its complete justification 
must be sought in the peculiar circumstances of the 
case, and where there exists any possibility of pursuing 
the declared intention of the testator, upon the sub¬ 
ject of which of all others, he plainly was the most 
anxious, their Lordships would be very unwilling to 
frustrate that intention by directing the funds to other 
objects. This seems to have been the strong inclina¬ 
tion of the Court below, and we only differ with them 
as to the means of giving effect to it. 

This, however, is not the peculiarity to which we 
principally refer. The objection in the ordinary case 
to administering a foreign charity under the superin¬ 
tendence of the Court, is this: those who are engaged 
in the actual execution of it, are beyond the Court’s 
control, and those who are within the jurisdiction, are 
answerable to the Court for the acts of persons as to 
whom they can derive no aid from the Court. Such 
an office will not easily be undertaken by any one ; 
and its duties cannot be satisfactorily performed ; at 
least the party must rely more on the local, that is the 
foreign authorities, for help, than on the Court to 
which he is accountable. 

But in the present case, there is reason to hope for 

the interference of the Government. 
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The Court cannot shut its eyes to the weight which 
that Government has with the Court of Lucknow. It 
can hardly be said, that the authorities there are 
wholly on the footing of a foreign and unconnected, 
though possibly they may be an independent, State, and 
there seems sufficient ground for expecting that the 
Supreme Court may find fit persons, possibly official 
persons, willing to undertake the office of administer¬ 
ing the charity under its superintendence. The juris¬ 
diction of the Court, moreover, extends over all Bri¬ 
tish subjects residing within the limits of the charter, 
whether in the British or native dominions, and this 
affords facilities for the execution of the charity under 
the Court’s superintendence, which could not exist in 
any of the cases cited, 

IV, The question on the Mortmain Act cannot be 
said any longer to exist in the cause. It is agreed, on 
all hands, that the statute does not apply to India* 
With respect to the application of the fund, should the 
execution of the bequests be found impossible, their 
Lordships decline giving any directions, because it 
might produce an impression that they doubt the pos* 
sibility. 

Whereas upon all the facts in the case, and all (hat 
is known of the state of affairs in the East Indies,' 
they entertain no doubt whatever respecting it. 

• V, The Court below properly ordered the costs of 
all parties to be taxed, as between solicitor and client r 
and. paid out of the general fund standing to the credit- 
of the four • causes. The costs and charges Of the : 
present appeal must be taxed in like manner, as be-' 
tween solicitor and client, and paid out of the fond 
standing to the general credit of the cause ; the sum 
advanced being liable to apportionment among • the 
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In pursuance of the above judgment, the Judicial 
Com mittee presented their report to His Majesty in 
Council, setting forth the several points in which the 
decree in the Court below ought to be reversed ; and 
declaring, with respect to the Lucknow charity, “ that, 
“the same should be reversed, and that instead 
“thereof, it ought to have been, and should be de- 
“ creed and declared, that if the whole sum of 2,00,000 

“ sicca rupees, bequeathed in the thirty-third article of 

“the said Will of the testator, Claude Martin , for the 
“ finishing the house of Constantia, hath not been ex- 
“ pended and applied for that purpose, whatever may 
“remain thereof, ought to be set apart from the funds 
“ now standing to the general credit of the said causes, 
“ and carried to a separate account, to be entitled,— 
“ ‘ the building and repairing fund for the house and 
“‘establishment at Constantia* subject to the further 
“ direction of the Supreme Court, and without preju¬ 
dice to the final application of the same fund, un- 
“ der the directions hereinafter contained, or other- 
“ wise ; and that the said Supreme Court should give 
“ all necessary directions for that purpose; and that 
“out of the same funds, standing to the general credit 
“ of the said causes, a further sum of 1,00,000 sicca 
“ ru P ees > being the amount bequeathed in the thirty- 
“third article of the said Will, for the support of a 
college and school at Lucknow , together with accu¬ 
mulations of interest on the same, from the death 
“of the said testator until the setting apart of the 
“ same, be set apart and be carried to a separate ac- 
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“count in the said causes, to be entitled,—* Lucknow 
“ ‘college and school fund/ subject to the further order 
“of the Supreme Court, and without prejudice to any 
“ question as to the final application of the same fund, 
“ under the directions hereina fter contained, or other- 
“ wise; and that out of the funds, standing to the ge~ 
“ neral credit of the said causes, the further sum of 
“ three lacs of rupees, or so much thereof, as the said 
“Court shall find necessary, be also set apart, without 
“ prejudice to any question as to the final application 
“ of so much of the interest thereof, under the said 
“ Will applicable to the maintenance of the charitable 
“ establishment at Lucknow, and subject to the fur¬ 
ther order of the Court; but in the meantime, 
“ any monthly or periodical payments which shafl 
“have been directed by the Supreme Court, to be 
“ paid out of such interest, are to be continued. And 
“ their Lordships do agree further, humbly to report 
“ that it should be referred to the Master of the said 
“Court, to- inquire and report to the said Court, whe- 
“ ther it is in the power of the Governor-General in 
“Council, at Fort William, in Bengal, to aid trustees 
“ to be appointed by the said Supreme Court, so as to 
“ enable them to give effect, according to the said tes- 
*< t a tpr's Will, to the bequests respecting the charitable 
u establishment and institution at Lucknow, contained 
“ in the Will of the testator, and thereby directed 
“ to be attached to the establishment of Constantia 
“ House, or whether any other, and what means, 
“ through the medium of trustees, exist for giving 
“effect to such bequest - and that if it shall appear 
“that by the aid of the said Governor-General in 
“ Council, or otherwise as aforesaid, effect can be 
“ijiven to the said bequest, some proper persons be 
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" appointed by the said Supreme Court, to be the 
u trustees °f the said charity, to whom the interests 
of the funds applicable for the support of such cha¬ 
rity, should be from time to time paid, to be by 
them applied and administered under the superin¬ 
tendence of the said Supreme Court, in founding, 
<( establishing, and keeping ou foot, the said charity- 
‘‘ and that the Advocate-General, the plaintiff in the 
first, and the defendant in the third of the above- 
‘‘ ment ioned causes, should be at liberty to propose 
proper persons to be such trustees. 

And their Lordships do agree further, humbly to 

report, that in all other respects, the said decree 
should be affirmed.” 

On the ist of March 1837, this report was taken 
mto consideration by His Majesty in Council, and 
being allowed, it was ordered accordingly. 
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In Chancery. 

GARDINER v. FELL.* 

ANDREW GARDINER, tate of the civil service of the East India 
Company, and a restdent at Calcutta, by his Will, dated 6th October 
180s, attested by two w,loesses only, gave and bequeathed to trustees 
all and every desenption of proper t y that he las then or might be 

a.*dIcM 4 Th° rt nrt“e 1 f !he tens'll ot - *»V«, 

the Editor to insert^ The clc of t.-'" India, has induced 

been reported, is compiled from tl, r . rcenian v. lairlie never having 

hand-writer’s note of Lord Lvndhurst^HJ? , the ^? usc ' a . nd the short? 
is unable to give the armimontc , ( r- S Judgment. The Editor regrets he 
them has been preserved. ounsel, but cannot find that any note of 


Rolls Court, 
29th July 
1819. 
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nure of the 
nature of fee- 
simple, do not 
pass by an un¬ 
attested Will, 
but descend 

who would be heir-at-law in England A bv in . j to the P erson 

ands to B.; B. receives the rents and by a W, Sed Will » devises 
the lands together with a legacy, to the heir at law ’/‘ a* Unattested . gives 
receive ,he legacy, and a,so fa/for auVcou^o'nhclcnls rel^eSty T 
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thereafter possessed of. He directed,his trustees to discharge all just 
demands against him, and to pay a legacy of ^"ioo. to an aunt; and 
then gave and bequeathed the remainder of his property to his mother, 
Euphemia Gardiner, for her sole and exclusive benefit. The testator 
died in the month of March 1806, leaving Euphemia Gardiner sur¬ 
viving him, and the plaintiff Andrew Gardiner his heir-at-law. 

At the time of his death, and of making his Will, he was^possessed 
of an estate, situate at Earrisaul, in Bengal, the rents and profits of 
which, Euphemia Gardiner received till her death, in the month of 
March 1813. By her Will, dated the 14th February 1812, but not 
executed and attested so as to pass real estates, she gave to the plain¬ 
tiff, her grandson, ^1000. sterling, and slso the Barrisaul estate, or 
whatever it might have produced; and she appointed the defendants 
her executors. 

The bill was filed by the plaintiff, an infant, submitting, that as 
the Will of Andrew Gardiner, the testator, was not attested by three 
witnesses, it did not pass the estate at Barrisaul , and praying for am 
account of the rents and profits received by Euphemia Gardiner 
during her life, or by the defendants since her death, and also, for 
the legacy of ^1000. bequeathed to the plaintiff by her Will. 

The defendants by their answer, said, that having information that' 
a part, if not the whole, of the said estate, was subject to a ground- 
rent, and not knowing the tenure of the said lands in Barrisaul, and 
not admitting the same to have been freehold, they submitted, whether, 
under the circumstances in the bill mentioned, the said testatrix was 
entitled to the said real estates, or to the rents and profits thereof,, 
or otherwise ; or whether for the reasons aforesaid, the Will of the 
said testator, Andrew Gardiner, was void as to passing the estates at 
Barrisaul aforesaid; or whether the said estates or any parb-thereof, 
did, upon the death of the said testator, Andrew Gardiner, descend 
upon the said plaintiff, as the heir-at-law of the said Andrew Gardiner. 

They admitted the plaintiff to be heir-at-law of Andrew Garditier ; 
but said, that under the circumstances aforesaid, they were unable to 
decide whether the plaintiff was entitled to the estates at Barrisaul, 
as heir-at-law; and they said that they had been advised, and sub¬ 
mitted that the plaintiff was not entitled to the legacy of j^iooo. and 
to the estate at Barrisaul, but that he ought to be put to his election. 

It appeared, by evidence taken under a commission \n<India, that 
the lands in question were held by instruments of grants called jPo/"- 
tahs, by which a perpetual right of occupancy was given to the: 
grantee, subject to the payment of certain annual fixed rents, and to* 
forfeiture in case of non-payment ; that the estate was descendable- 
to heirs, and might be alienated, sold, or disposed of by the grantee. 
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These lands were held under a Zemindar, to whom the rent was pay- 1819. 
able, and who held immediately under the Government by a similar Gardiner 
tenure. v. 

By the decree made at the hearing by the late Master of the Rolls, Fell. 
on the 17th December 1817, it was referred to the Master, to inquire 


what was the nature of the interest which the testator, Andrew Gar¬ 
diner, possessed in the Barrisaul estate, under the respective pottahs 
proved in the cause, and also whether the said Barrisaul estate or 
any and what part or parts thereof, passed by the Will of the said 
testator, attested by only two witnesses. 

The Master, by his report dated 4th August 1818, certified that 
upon consideration of the translation of the pottahs, and some affida¬ 
vits (two of which were made by gentlemen who had at different 
times held the office of Advocate-General at Calcutta), he was of 
opinion that the interest which the testator possessed in the Barrisaul 
estate, was of the nature of fee-simple, and that no part thereof passed 
by his Will, attested by two witnesses only. 

The report had been confirmed, and the cause now came on to be 
heard, on further directions. 

Mr. Benyon and Mr. Richards for the plaintiff : 

The Master having found that this estate did not pass by the Will, 
the plaintiff, as heir-at-law, must bo entitled to it. The question of 
election raised by the answer, cannot be sustained ; it is established, 
that a Will not duly attested, is not sufficient to put an heir-at-law to 
his election— Sheldon v. Goodrich, 8 Vcs. 481, 497 ; Boodie v. Barry, 
2 Ves.'and B. 127. 

Mr. Horne, and Mr. Abercromby, for the defendant : 

The rights which Europeans acquire in property purchased in the 
East Indies, are subject to great doubt. The question is one of the 
greatest importance; it has always been the policy of our government 
to prevent emigration to that country ; no one is allowed to go there 
without a license ; and can English subjects, who are not permitted 
to colonize, acquire Indian property, which is to come descendable to- 
their English heirs ? 

The Master’s report is very short, and by no means satisfactory. 
The estate is found to be of the nature of fee-simple ; but does it 
follow, that it is to descend to the person who is the heir according 
to our law? It may be a question whether it can descend to any Eu¬ 
ropean. The Court is altogether ignorant of the rules of descent 
that may prevail in Bengal; what those rules are, is a question not 
of English law, but of fact, and some inquiry should be made ; so 
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t *_ 3 . muc ^ doubt exists upon the subject, that in a cause now pendingr 

Gardiner before the Lord Chancellor, a commission has been despatched to- 

v. India, to ascertain this very point. 

FelL We do not dispute the doctrine that an unattested Will cannot put 

an heir to his election ; it is a void Will ; the Court cannot look at it, 
even to ascertain the testator’s intention, upon this technical ground, 
that the statute has declared such Wills to be null and void, to all in¬ 
tents and purposes. But it does not follow that the same is true 
with regard to an Indian Will not duly attested ; here such an instru¬ 
ment is altogether nugatory, but there, though it cannot disinherit 
the heir, yet it may, as far as we know, be of sufficient force to raise 
an election. But even suppose that this is to be construed as an 
English Will, it will be admitted that if there be a Will of personalty, 
executed as such, and a legacy be given to the heir, on condition of 
renouncing the estate, he shall be put to his election, and it must be 
the same when such a condition is not contained in express terms, if 
the Will be framed in language from which it must be inferred. That 
is the case here ; the gift of the estate, and of the £ 1000. are con¬ 
tained in the same sentence, and to disjoin them, would destroy the 
sense of the passage. It must be considered as an implied condition, 
that if he accepts the legacy, he is to take the estate as from the 
bounty of the testatrix, and not to claim,, under an adverse title, the 
rents that she has received. 


Mr. Benjon, in reply : 

The objection to the plaintiff's title as heir was never raised before. 
The point could not have escaped Sir W. Grant, and the defendants, 
if there had been any doubt upon it, might have had it included in 
the reference. There- is nothing more in this case to raise a condition 
against the heir, than in' the others- that have been decided in his 
favour ; it can make no difference whether the legacy and the estate 
be given in two sentences, or in the same. 

The Master of the Rolls (Sir Thomas Plumer ) :: 

This is* a; billl filed by an infant, claiming a legacy of ^iooo., and 
also an account of the rents and profits of these premises, as a debt 
from the estate of Mrs.. Euphemia Gardiner, due to him in respect of 
his right to the property in question. The first point is, whether he 
is entitled to the estate ? It was the property of a gentleman, who by 
Will gave it< to* his mother, and she afterwards disposed of it to the 

was made upon the ground that both these dis¬ 
positions were void, from not having been executed with the solem¬ 
nities required by the statute, in devises of property in England, 
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The defendants resisted this claim, and denied that a Will to pass 
such property required to be attested by three witnesses. 

On the hearing of the cause, the late Master of the Rolls was of 
opinion, that as the question : was one that 1 related to property be¬ 
longing to this country, it was a proper subject to be inquired into, 
by consulting those persons who were conversant with the laws of 
India ; for though the English laws prevail there to a certain degree, 
yet it was a matter of doubt, whether this particular statute should 
apply there. There have been many discussions as to how far, when 
English subjects have carried out our laws, and established courts of 
judicature in foreign countries, any particular laws should operate 
there ; there is great difficulty in fixing to what extent our law of 
real property, with its numerous refinements, chiefly derived from 
feudal ideas, not applicable to other countries, should attach to the 
foreign dominions of England. It was not, however, to ascertain 
this general question, that the inquiry was directed, but to find the 
nature of the testator’s interest in this estate, and whether passed by 
his Will. If it had then been suggested that the property was sub¬ 
ject to other questions, that there were these points, so important 
with respect to public policy, to be settled, it would have been idle to 
send such an inquiry ; but undoubtedly, it was considered by the 
great Judge who directed it, to be the proper course, and I must 
take it that his decree was right, and that when the inquiry was an¬ 
swered, the object was attained. 

Now the two questions that were sent to the Master, he has di¬ 
rectly answered ; after taking the proper means by examining compe¬ 
tent persons, he reports that the property was of the nature of fee- 
simple, and that it did not pass by tho testator’s Will. 

It is objected that this report is defective, because, though it states 
that the property did not pass by the Will, yet it is not said that it 
descends to the heir. With regard to this, if we look at the plead¬ 
ings, we find that the plaintiff claims this estate as heir-at-law, and 
the answer contains a direct admission that he is heir-at-law. It 
must be inferred that this means heir quoad hoc ; and if the defend¬ 
ant had meant that the plaintiff was only heir-at-law to English pro¬ 
perty, and not to estates of this description, if any such objection 
had been raised, Sir W. Grant would not have confined the inquiry 
m the manner he has done, but would have added a direction to 
ascertain who was the person entitled. I think it may fairly be pre¬ 
sumed, that the party did not intend to make an objection of this 
nature. It is quite clear that in the pleadings it was only meant to 
raise the question about the Will. 

Next, to consider the true meaning of this report. The estate is 
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1819. said to be of the nature of lee-simple ; that is, it possesses the qua- 
—lities of a fee-simple estate ; it must therefore have the quality of 
ardiner being descendable to the heir. How can it be of the nature of fee- 

Fell. simple, if it does not descend to the heir-at-law ? It is an estate of 

inheritance ; and if such, the rules and doctrine of estates of inherit¬ 
ance must be applied to it. All this must have been known and felt 
by the Judge who directed the inquiry ; for otherwise hiB decree 
would have been defective. 

The only other question is, that of election. And it must be al¬ 
lowed that this lady made her Will under the idea that the property 
was hers, and not supposing that any account of the rents would be 
called for retrospectively. If she had been told, the heir-at-law 
means to demand an account of what you have received from this 
estate, it is very probable that she would not have given him the 
/1000., or would have imposed a condition of releasing that claim,' 
but the Court cannot impose such a condition upon conjecture. The 
question is, whether as the Will is framed, giving the ^1000. toge¬ 
ther with the estate, it imparts that there must be any election or 
condition not to take both, and I think I should not be warranted 
in putting such a construction upon it. 

It is admitted, that a Will attested by two witnesses only, is not 
sufficient to put the heir to his election. It might have been argued, 
that if you put a party to elect when the testator has given away the 
estate of another, the same should be done with regard to the heir, 
when the estate is thus devised. But it has been decided in se¬ 
veral cases, that the Will cannot be looked at, and in those cases it 
might have been contended, and better than here, that there was an 
implied condition, not to take the bounty given by the Will, and at 
the same time dispute it. But if it be not so implied in general, what 
is there to distinguish this case? Indeed, it is stronger in favour of the 
heir, for the testatrix intended to give both ; and why should the de¬ 
vise operate here, which it would not have done if it had been a de¬ 
vise to another person ? It is not possible to confer a condition in the 

one place and not in the other. The words are not strong enough ; 
if they had been, I should have been glad to lay hold of them, for the 
purpose of doing what I think the testatrix herself would have done. 
For it is probable, that if she had known of this claim, she would 
have qualified her gift. In the same way it may be said of any le¬ 
gacy to a debtor, when the testator was not aware of the debt, that 
if he had been, he would have imposed a condition of releasing; 
but the Court cannot infer such a condition upon conjecture only. 
There is not enough expressed in the Will to clothe the gift with 
any condition, and therefore I feel myself unable to decide against 



305 


ON APPEALS FROM THE EAST INDIES. 


the heir. There must be an account of the rents and profits but 
‘ hard case, I shall 
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In Chancery, 


FREEMAN v. FAIRLIE. 


HANNAH HAIGH, widow, formerly Hannah Oldham, widow of 

InJ “ S ' by her Wi " date ;„h October 

7 89. which was executed so as to pass real estates of inheritance 

after giving certain legacies, devised and bequeathed all her estate 

W,r m Car ° liH ‘ Tramtr - afe rwards Caroline \T c l 

Zi,T,h “ er ’ e ‘ SS Tra ' lUr ■ M '" y Bu “■ and Sa '“'‘ Barnett 
a d to their respective heirs, executors, administrators, and assigns’ 

in equal shares and proportions, subject to the payment of her debts’ 

legacies and funeral expenses, and appointed the defendant, William 

hei ‘ “ banker and merchant at Calcutta, her executor. 

The testatrix died some time in the year 1791, without having ->? 

TcalZhTT H Wi "’ Which was P rovcd in ^ Supreme Court 

tank rZ y C i efcndant Willia>n who entered upon and 

took possession of, her rea! and personal estate. P ’ 

somd l I IV'\T ° f her decease ’ the testatrix « besides considerable per¬ 
sonal estate was in possession of houses in the town of Calcutta 

wh.ch were bu.lt by, and were formerly the property of her J 

husband Samuel OUkam ; the ground whereon the same were built 

having been conveyed to him by indenture of lease and release of 

SIS"co^^^r — bd “"‘ d .^ 

Soonafterhisdecease, h,s w.dow procured letters of administration 

vide^nWr^ 'Co^'a'l 'hUcCo^s"""' Possessions, 

hard v. Galdy, Salk. 4,,; « v 75 : Bla>lk ~ 

204 ; Sfiraggs v. Stone, cited Doug ,8 • Rose V ^VauJL !/ Ca ™t bell > Co " p. 
parte Prosser, 2 Bro. C C m./- 7 /C 5 v ,‘- v,lu Z ,ta y> 4 Bur. 2500; Ex 

Anderson, 6 Ves. 240; Shed don v[ cldridi S^Ves’ \*n ' Ex I arie 

ral v. Stewart, a Mer.’, 43 . See alio S ' Marc Amb' 

Eden, 182, note. ’ * imD - 428, and 2 


J828. 

The tenure of 
land in Cal¬ 
cutta is of the 
nature of free¬ 
hold, and real 
estate will not 
therefore pass 
by an unat¬ 
tested Will. 
The Pottak 
granted by the 

collector is not 
a muniment 
cf title, but 
only an evi- 
denccof hold- 
ing.according 
to a local and 
fiscal regula¬ 
tion. 
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of his estate and effects, to be granted to her, and in virtue thereof 
took possession of all his effects, both real and personal, including the 
houses and piece of land in question, and, having scheduled them 
in her accounts, procured three Pottahs to be granted to her of the 
whole premises. 

The first Pottah so granted to Hannah Oldham was endorsed in 
English. “ rottuh =to 5 . Oldham for Bna. 2. Sealed the 6th July 
1789. O. T. H. (L. S.) A Pottah is hereby granted to Hannah 
Haigh, administratrix of Samuel Oldkatn, deceased, for 2 bigahs of 
ground in Dhee, Calcutta, which formerly belonged unto Mr. Samuel 
Oldham,—rent. 6 rupees sicca per annum. In the cutcherry of the 

Calcutta division, this 29th June 1789. 

44 No. 21, examined J. W. Edward Colebrooke, Collector . 

On the same slip of parchment which contained the above words 
and figures in English, was an instrument in the Bengalee language, 
a translation of which was in the following words and figures' 

“ No. Twenty-one. 

"To the benevolent Sir Bebur Anna Haigh, attorney to Mr. 
Samuel Oldham, the Pottah for land is granted. I grant you this 
Pottah for two bigahs of land formerly belonging to Mr. Samuel Old- 
kam, in my talook Monza Pehu, Calcutta, fo. yon to dwell thereon, and 
you will yay the rent thereof, the annual sum of sicca 6 <s,x) rupees, m 
coin received in payment of rent, and dwelling thereon, freedom 
interruption, hold possession of it: on these considerations I grant 
this Pottah. English year 1789, eighty-nine, 29th June, Bengally year 

"Th’et:™!^Lr^wereof * form and description, 

being for the two other plots of ground, and were respectively num¬ 
bered 22 and 23, and dated the 29th June .789. described 

The testatrix possessed no other real estate, than that described 

*"In the^yearTs ^2™Williani Fairlie having quitted India, *. suit was 
insUtuted in the Court of Chancery in Bngland, by the legatees and 
devise-s named in the Will of Hannah Haigh, again,! him for ar. ac¬ 
count of the real and personal estate of the testatr.^ and tlm adm,m 
stration thereof: to which His Majesty’s Attorney-General and the 
East India Company were afterwards made parties, and on the 30th 
November 1815, a decree for the several account, was taken *" > 

reference directed to the Master, to inquire into the nature of the 
tenure of the houses and land at Calcutta ; and in case he shou d be of 
opinion that the same were freehold, or m the nature of reeho ' d 
then he was to inquire and state, who was the he.r-at-law of San 

° ThTMaster C J- Stephen) made his report on the 6th November lSl 3 , 
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wherein he certified that the plaintiffs contended —ist, That land and 
houses in Bengal , held by British subjects, were chattels real, and not 
freehold estate, 2nd, That the lands and houses of which the testatrix 
was in possession at the time of her death, were situate in Calcutta, and 
held by Pottah. 3rd, That land and houses situate in Calcutta, 
and holden by Pottah, could not be of freehold tenure, as well be¬ 
cause the Pottah is insufficient to pass a freehold interest, as because 
the East India Company, having only a temporary interest in the 
province of Bengal, cannot, by any instrument, grant a larger estate. 
And 4th, That although the custom of the province was, that the 
Company does not resume land held by Pottah, the tenure of such 
land is, notwithstanding, a tenure, at the will of the Company, accord¬ 
ing to the custom of the province, and that by such custom, the land 
is transmissible as personal, and not as freehold, estate ; and the 
plaintiffs therefore charged and submitted, that the testatrix was, at 
the respective times of making her Will, and at her death, under and by 
virtue of the aforesaid Pottahs or grants to her, possessed of, and 
entitled to, the before-mentioned three lots or parcels of land and houses 
m Calcutta, and that she had been so-possessed, from the 30th of No¬ 
vember 1788 (the day of the death of her husband, the late Samuel 
Oldham), or from- the 29th day of June 1789, the date of the Pottahs 
granted to her as aforesaid, to the ist June 1791, the day of her 
death ; and that the tastatrix being so possessed, and entitled, to the 
same, or her beneficial interest in one moiety thereof, as widow of 
the said Samuel Oldham, passed by her Will, or by virtue thereof 
became vested in the defendant, William Fairlie, as her acting exe¬ 
cutor, and that being held by Pottahs or grants, the tenure thereof 
was, and ought to be considered, as of the nature of chattels real or 
personal estate ; or else as a customary tenure by Pottah, the custom 
whereof is, that on the death of a person possessed of lands and 
houses held thereby, the same, with a right to have a new Pottah 

thereof granted, pass to, and vest in, his executors, and administrators 
to be administered as personal estate. ' 

That the defendant Thomas Oldham (to whom administration of 
he estate of Samuel Oldham in England, had been committed by 
the I rerogative Court of Canterbury), had also submitted to him 
certain reasons for considering the said lots or pieces of ground and 
houses, to be, by the law of the place, or by the law of England as 

in force there not real, but personal estate. That, on the other 
hand, the defendant, William Fairlie , had submitted that Samuel 
Oldham, the intestate, took, by the conveyances, and had an estate of 
inheritance in fee-simple of, and in all the said premises, and that 
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the same (subject to such of his debts, if any, as his personal estate 
was insufficient to pay) descended to his heir-at-law, and did not 
pass by the Will or codicil of his widow, Hannah Haigh; and that 
the premises were freehold, or of the nature of freehold state, and the 
same conclusions of law have also been contended on behalf of His 
Majesty’s Attorney-General ; and the Master certified, that, in sup¬ 
port of the state of facts of the defendant William Fairlie, there had 
been produced and read before him, without objection on either side, 
affidavits of Edward B. Lewin and Robert Percy Smith, and the 
depositions taken on interrogatories of the Right Hon. Sir Henry Rus¬ 
sell, Knt., and Sir William Burroughs, Knt., both late Judges of the 
Supreme Court at Calcutta, on the part of the defendant William 
Fairlie, and cross-examined on the part of the plaintiffs: and he 
was of opinion, upon the concurrent testimony of the witnesses, Sir 
Henry Russell, Sir William Burroughs , Edward B. Lewin, and Robert 
Percy Smith, that it was sufficiently proved and established that the 
lots or pieces of land and houses, were of the nature of freehold 
estate, and did not pass by the Will of the testatrix ; and therefore, 
he proceeded to inquire who was the heir-at-law of the intestate, 
Samuel Oldham. The Master then proceeded to state, that in conse¬ 
quence of the parties having obtained an order for a commission to ex¬ 
amine witnesses in India, he had suspended further proceedings until 
such commission had been returned ; that witnesses having been so ex¬ 
amined, their depositions were returned, and had been read before him; 
and he certified that the further evidence, after full consideration there¬ 
of, and hearing counsel and solicitors for the respective parties thereon, 
had not altered his first conclusion. And he had, therefore, proceeded 
with his inquiry as to the heir-at-law ; that the further evidence was 
not uniform in its effect, as to what the law of the East India Com¬ 
pany's settlements in Bengal, relative to the subjects in reference, 
really was, but contained very opposite opinions, and showed that a 
difference in judgment subsisted between the Judges of the Supreme 
Court of Judicature at Calcutta, two of them, viz.. Sir Edward Hyde 
East, the Chief Justice, and Sir Anthony Buller, Justice, holding that 
lands and houses in Calcutta were real estates of inheritance, when 
conveyed ; while the third Judge of the same Court (there being 
three only resident there at that time), viz., Sir Francis Macnaughton, 
held that all lands and houses there, in the hands of British subjects, 
were personal estate, or chattels real. That, considering the great 
singularity and importance of the difference in opinion between the 
highest local authorities, affecting, as was alleged, the title* to 
property of an immense amount in value, and finding himself unable, 
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rn forming a judgment on the points referred to him, to adopt 
entirely, either of the opinions upon the grounds assigned for them, 
but constrained to dissent from the reasons assigned by the majority 
of the learned Judges, while he adopted their general conclusion, he 
deemed it is duty to submit to the consideration of the Court, the 
grounds upon which those conflicting opinions were respectively 
maintained, and those upon which he had formed his own conclusions 
on the points in reference before him. He then proceeded to state, 
that it appeared clearly from the evidence, that land and houses in 
Calcutta , whatever their tenure, or the nature of the estate in them, 
which an absolute proprietor possesses, are liable to be sold under 
executions at law, obtained against him in his lifetime ; that they are 
chargeable with his simple contract, as well as specialty debts, at his 
decease, and may not only be sold for satisfaction thereof, under 
execution, against his executors and administrators, without joining 
the devisee, or heir-at-law, but that an executor or administrator, may 
sell them for that purpose, by his own voluntary act ; and that a con¬ 
veyance by him, without the concurrence of the heir or devisee, will 
give a good title to the purchaser. The question between the parties, 
and between the learned Judges, is, to whom does such property, if not 
wanted for the satisfaction of debts, or the surplus of the proceeds 
thereof, after payment of the debts, if sold for that purpose, devolve 
or belong ? In other words, are lands and houses in Calcutta (subject 
to those admitted liabilities) to be regarded as real, or as personal 
estates? There is no written law expressly touching this question 
or declaring what are the tenures of lands or tenements held by 
British subjects under grants from the East India Company, or other¬ 
wise, in Bengal-, neither is there any written law by which the 

admitted liabilities of such property, to be sold for satisfaction of the 
simple contract or other debts of a deceased owner, and to be sold by 
his executors or administrators for that purpose, by their voluntary 
conveyance, were expressly created. The letters patent of March 
26th, 1774, commonly called the Charter of Justice, whereby the 

Supreme Court of Judicature at Calcutta was constituted, pursuant to 

t e statute, 13 Geo. Ill, c. 63, expressly made the lands and 
houses of British subjects, against whom executions are awarded by 
that Court, hable to be seized and sold ; but the liability of the same 
property to be sold, in suits against executors or administrators, or by 
their voluntary conveyance, for the payment of the debts of their 
testators or intestates, is not created by any express words ; it has 
however been held by the Court, and is now hold by the two learned 

Judges thereof, who regarded such property as real estate, that these 
liabilities arise by implication and necessary construction of the same 
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charter or letters patent; and upon this they solely rely, to reconcile 
such powers of tne personal representatives, with their opinion that 
the property is real, and in all other respects governed as such, by the 
English law. Sir Francis Macnanghlon, on the other hand, strongly 
denies that construction to be either necessary or right ; and while he 
maintains that all lands and houses in Calcutta are personal estate, 
and that no fee-simple or freehold estates is, or can be held by British 
subjects there, he relies much for confirmation of that opinion, on 
the unsoundness of the construction of the charter, and the inability 
of his opponents, to show any other legitimate origin of the admitted 
liabilities of the land, and the power of the personal representation,, 
supposing property the subject of them, to be real estate of inherit¬ 
ance. The arguments of the learned Judges respectively, in support 
of these conflicting opinions, were stated at very great length in the 
evidence transmitted by the commissioners Irom India, which com¬ 
prises, among other things, reports, certified by them to be correct, 
of their respective arguments in the Supreme Court on giving their 
judgments seriatim in a cause between Jacob Joseph , plaintiff, and 
Rowland Ronald, defendant, decided in that Court on the 27th day of 
March 1818. Mr. Justice Alacnaughton, having been examined as a 
witness, under the commission, referred to a printed report of his 
argument on that occasion, deposed to by him as an exhibit, and 
stated in his evidence that he still adhered to his opinion as therein, 
reported, and believed it to be correct. The Chief Justice and Sir 
Anthony Fuller, Justice, declined to be examined as witnesses within 
their local jurisdiction, as to the law administered by them, but 
signed a certificate, referring to a manuscript report of their argu¬ 
ments, delivered from the Bench in the cause of Joseph v. Ronald, which 
was also made an exhibit under the commission, and deposed to by x 
witness, proving their signatures to the certificate, and they have 
thereby certified the accuracy of the report, and their adherences to 
the opinions as therein contained. They have included also, in the 
exhibits a report of a former cause, decided in the same Court in 
1785, in which Doe, on the demise of Savage, administrator, with the 
Will annexed of Whiffin, was plaintiff in ejectment, and Brancharam 
Tagore, defendant,, in which it was decided unanimously by the 
Judges who then presided, viz., Sir Robert Chambers , Mr. Justice 
Hyde, and Sir William Jones, that land in Calcutta did not pass by 
a Will not attested by three witnesses, pursuant to the Statute of 
Frauds, because it was fee-simple estate ; and all the same present 
Judges, have referred to the opinions of the former Judges as thereby 
reported, the Chief Justice Fast and Mr. Justice Fuller, for the 
purpose of confirming, and Mr. Justice Macnaughlon, for that of com- 
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meriting upon and dissenting from the same, as so reported. That he 
did not think it necessary or proper to set forth at large the several 
judicial arguments in that, his report ; but referring generally to them, 
as contained in the exhibits, he thought it sufficient to state their 
general effect: and first, as to that, upon which the difference 
between the learned Judges principally turns the construction of the 
charter of 1774. The words of that instrument, so far as material 
to the construction, are as follows. In the clause descriptive of the 
actions or suits in which, and the persons against whom, jurisdiction 
is given to the Supreme Court of Judicature, the words are—" All 
" actions and suits which shall or may arise, happen, be brought or 
" promoted, upon, or concerning any trespasses or inquiries of what 
" nature or kind soever, or any rights, titles, claims, or demands of, 
" in, or to any houses, lands, or other things, real or personal, in 
“ the several provinces or districts called Bengal , Ba/iar, and Orissa, 
"or touching the possession, or any interest or lieu, in or upon the 
"same; and all pleas, real, personal, or mixed, the causes of which 
" shall, or may arise, accrue, or grow, or shall have heretofore arisen, 
"accrued, or grown, against the united company of merchants 
" trading to the Bast Indies, and against the said mayor and alder- 
" men of Calcu'la, and against any other of our subjects who shall be 
" resident within the provinces, districts or countries, called Bengal, 
" Bahar, and Orissa, or who shall have resided there, or who shall 
" have any debts, effects, or estate, real or personal, within the same, 
" and against the executors or administrators of such our subjects, 
"and against any other person who shall at the time of such action, 
" brought, or accrued, &c., have been in the service of the company.'* 
And in the subsequent clause, directory as to process of executions or 
judgments obtained, the writ of execution is directed to be issued to 
the sheriff, "Commanding him to seize and deliver the possession of 
" houses, lands, or other things recovered in, and by such judgment, 
" or to levy any sum of money which shall be so recovered, or any 
"costs which shall be so awarded, as the case may require, by 
"seizing and selling so much of the houses, lands, debts, or other 
" effects, real and personal, of the party against whom such writ 
" shall be awarded, as will be sufficient to answer and satisfy the said 
"judgment or award, or to take and imprison the body of such party, 
“ &c.” On these wordn it has been, in the first place, argued, that 
this charter, and the Acts of Parliament authorising and confirming 
it, must have intended that real actions, as well as personal, might be 
brought against executors and administrators, and that houses and 
lands might be recovered and sold in suits against them, because 
Jiese personal representatives are named, and heirs aud devisees are 
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not, and yet by the previous descriptions of the suits and subsequent 
directions as to levies, real estates were to be recovered and sold ; but 
this construction seems to stand on the assumption, that every particular 
designation of the persons, against whom .the jurisdiction may be exer¬ 
cised, must of necessity have ks proper correlative term, not in one 
only, or more, but in every particular action or causes of action before 
enumerated, to which I cannot subscribe. '* Were it so (continues the 
Master), an executor or administrator in Calcutta, I conceive, would be 
liable, by the same rule, to an action of trespass vi el artnis for every 

assault, or other forcible injury committed by his testator or intestate, 
as well as to a real action or ejectment for his lands ; and as to the 
execution clause, the same mode of construction might prove, that an 
executor takes his testator’s fee-simple estate to his own use, or that 
he is liable to answer his testator's debts out of his own real estate, 
for he is the party against whom the execution is to be awarded; 
and the person, therefore, whose houses and lands, according to the 
words, if applied strictly to all debts, are to be sold. It is further 
argued, that the heir not being named as such in the enumeration, 
there would be no remedy against him by the creditors ; but it seems 
to me a sufficient answer, that he would be within the other personal 
description ; for if the lands or houses descended as real estate on 
him; he would himself be a person having real estate within the 
province, and the claim of his ancestors’ creditors would, In the very 
words of the charter, be a claim or demand of, in, or to the same, 
or of an interest in, or lien upon, the same. The case of an heir 
would both ways, therefore, as I conceive, be clearly within the pro¬ 
visions of the charter. Some of the learned persons who have sup¬ 
ported this construction, and among them Sir William ¥ones, in the 
said case of Doe, detn. Savage v. JBrancharam, have further thought 
that the clauses, which relate to the grant of probates and admi¬ 
nistrations tend to confirm it, the Supreme Court being empowered 
thereby to commit administration of goods, chattels, credits, and 
all other effects whatsoever of British subjects dying within the pro¬ 
vince ; because the word * effects,’ is large enough to comprise 
real estate (a proposition which Sir Francis Mactiaughioti, in op¬ 
posing this construction of the charter, controverts, but which I 
apprehend is true), it has been argued that it should be construed 
here to bear that meaning ; but I humbly conceive that if the framers 
of the charters, had been meditating so important an innovation 
on the existing law of real property, as is supposed, they would 
have chosen a term more clearly appropriate t->, or descriptive of, 
their purpose. It may seem superfluous to add, that this very clause 
furnishes an argument on the other side; for, in making real 
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property in Bnig.il executorial assets, it would have been strange to 1 828. 
limit the power of committing administration of it, to the cases of , 

British testators or intestates dying in that country, since such rcc ™ an 

propeity could not be considered as within the jurisdiction of our Fair/ic. 

own Ecclesiastical Courts. Inadmissible though these constructions 
appear to be, they are not more so, however, than that which 
refers to the same charter, and to the same clauses of it, for the 
origin of the power of executors or administrators to sell and convey 
the real estate, without the concurrence of the devisee or heir-at-law. 

The late Sir Robert Chambers is reported to have said, in giving his judg¬ 
ment in Doe, dem. Savage v. Brancharam, ‘ The necessary consequence 
of these provisions (the clauses of the charter before stated) is, that 
though such land be real property, it must, like a personal chattel, 
go to the executor or administrator in the first instance, who has 
the same power of disposing of it by sale, that he has of personal 
chattel, and for the same reason, because he is bound, in the first 
place, to pay the debts and funeral charges, and afterwards to be 
considered as a trustee for those who arc entitled to the residue.’ 

The learned Judge afterwards noticed an objection : • It was said, 
that those who had purchased from executors, would be in danger of 
having suits commenced against them by heirs or other claimants ; 

but the charter (he observed) having subjected lands in the hands of 

the executors in the same manner as chattels, to be sold for payment 
of debts, he who has bona fide, and for a valuable consideration^ pur¬ 
chased a piece of ground from an executor, is as secure in his posses¬ 
sion, as if he had purchased a ship. Those entitled to the produce of 
either the one or the other, must make their claims on the executor 
or administrator, and not upon the purchaser.’ Sir Edw. Ilyde East 
and Sir Anthony Bnllcr have, in their judgment in Joseph v. Ronald, 
adopted this further construction of the charter; though, as it appears 
to me. not with perfect satisfaction to themselves, or firmness of 
opinion. ‘ Real property (observed the former) is nowhere in terms 
made assets generally; and it is only by construction and implica¬ 
tion, though I think the construction and implication arc reasonable 
and necessary, that it is made assets for payment of debts and satisfac¬ 
tion of claims and demands upon it in the hands of executors and ad¬ 
ministrators. The express power given to seize and sell, is only given to 
the Court, after judgment and writ of execution to the sheriff, against 
the original debtor, or his executors or administrators ; but it is a rea¬ 
sonable construction of such a power, that where an executor or admi¬ 
nistrator has no reason to dispute the justice of the claim or demand 
upon the deceased’s estate, he should not drive the creditor to the 
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expense of a suit, but should, by his own act, dispose of the realas 
well as the personal property, for the satisfaction of the debt, or 
demand, which would otherwise be enforced against him by suit. 
It must be remembered, however, (he observed,) that the power is 
only expressly given, even to the Court itself for the satisfaction of 
debts or claims upon the property, and therefore the primary and 
direct implication, raising a power of sale in the executor or admi¬ 
nistrator, without the intervention of the Court, would seem to 
confine the execution of the power, (if it were to be considered as a 
bare power,) to the same purposes, namely, the satisfaction of debts 
or claims upon the property, and require therefore proof of the exist¬ 
ence of such debts or claims, in order to support the private convey¬ 
ance by the executor or administrator.’ The learned Chief Justice 
then noticed that this latter point was not necessary to be decided 
in the cause before him, but added, ‘ Upon the best consideration, 
however, which I have been able to give to the general question, 
I am disposed, as at present advised, to carry the implication one 
step further, upon the authority of the case. Doe, detn. Savage v. Bran- 
charam , and to say, that the charter did not mean to give only a bare 
power to executors and administrators, to take and sell the real 
property for the payment of debts, and to answer demands upon it, 
but that it meant to give them an interest in it, in the character of 
what I may call charter trustees, for the benefit, indeed, primarily 

of creditors (if any such there were), but generally for the benefit of 

those to whom the law of England would give it, or for whom that 
law makes it liable, with the difference only, that by the law of 
England it would have been only answerable for judgment, and 
specialty debts in the hands of the heir, and subject to dower ; 
whereas, by the British law of India, it is made liable in the first 
instance* for all kinds of debts and demands in the hands of executors 
and administrators, as it was also made liable for them in the hands 
of testators or intestates, and after those debts and demands are 
satisfied, they must hold it for the benefit of the heirs, (subject to 
the dower of the widow if it remained in kind, or if the surplus value 
only of it in money remained in their hands, subject to her equitable 
claim for her proportion,) because it is not purposed to be given to 
any other person or persons, or for any other purpose than for the 
payment of debts, or satisfaction of claims upon the property itself. 
The learned Chief Justice, after giving further reasons at great 
length in support of this widest construction of the charter, con¬ 
cluded with adding,—' It is, however, much to be regretted, that 
the lawgiver has not spoken in plainer terms upon a matter of sue 
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general and extensive consequence, but has left this conclusion to be 
sifted by construction and accumulated implications, which make 
me tremble while I am making them, though 1 have a former decision 
of this Court to guide me to the conclusion.’ Sir Anthony Duller , 
in his certified opinion or argument in the same cause, agreed gene¬ 
rally with this construction in all points, though he admitted that the 
words were of very doubtful meaning, and relied chiefly on the for¬ 
mer decision ; and Sir Henry Russell, and Sir William Burroughs , 
with almost all the other witnesses, who concur with them on the 
main question, either expressly or virtually construe the charter in 
the same extensive way, referring to its provisions alone the powers 
of executors and administrators over real estate, as well as its gene¬ 
ral liability to debts ; but with all the deference to such high autho¬ 
rities on Indian law, he could not satisfactorily adopt these con¬ 
structions of the charter, as the ground of hie conclusions in regard 
to the rules of law in question, but felt himself bound expressly 
to dissent from them in the opinion, which he had humbly to sub¬ 
mit to the Court. I hat it seemed to him, that these ‘ accumulated 
implications,’ as they are rightly called by the Chief justice, were 
still less admissible than the first implication, from which thev are 
supposed to flow ; and that if a liability to be sold by execution, 
against executors or administrators, had been clearly created by the 
charter, it still would not follow that these personal representatives 
were also empowered by it, to sell by their own voluntary convey¬ 
ances, without the concurrence of devisees or heirs-at-law, and so 
as to make, independently of the existence of debts, as well as of the 
application of the purchase-money, a good title to the purchaser. 
Some of the learned Judges who maintain these wide implications, 
support their opinions by a supposed analogy to the law of the Bri¬ 
tish West India and American colonies. The Chief Justice in his 
argument observed, that if his consti uction of the charter was right, 
it would not be found to be an anomalous case, for that a provision 
of the same nature was made by the statute 5 Geo. II, c. vii, s. 4, for 
all the British plantations and colonies in America , and he cited the 
words of the section, which are, ‘That the houses, lands, negroes, 
and other hereditaments and real estates, in any of the said planta¬ 
tions, belonging to any person indebted, shall be liable to, and 
chargeable with all just debts, duties, and demands, of what nature 
or kind soever, owing by any such person to His Majesty, or any of 
his subjects, and shall and may be, assets for the satisfaction thereof, 
in like manner as real estates are, by the law of England, liable to the 
satisfaction of debts due by bond or other specialty, and shall be 
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subject to the like remedies, proceedings, and process in any Court 
of law or equity, in any of the said plantations respectively, for 
seizing, extending, selling, or disposing of any such houses, lands, 
negroes, and other hereditaments and real estates, towards the satis¬ 
faction of such debts, duties, and demands, and in like manner as 
personal estates in any of the said plantations respectively, are 
seized, extended, sold, or disposed of, for the satisfaction of debts.' 
The learned Chief Justice then cited Mr. Toller's Law of Executors, 
for the proposition that an estate in fee in the plantations, is subject 
to debts, and esteemed as a chattel till the creditors are satisfied, 
when the lauds shall descend to the heir. This, however, he re¬ 
marks, was first applied to the laws of Barbadoes, in Blanchard v. 
Goedy, 4 Modern, 226, which was in the 5 William and Mary; but 
it may be considered, he adds, as a clue to the more general sta¬ 
tute. The learned Judge here seems to suppose, that the statute 
5 Geo . II, c. 7, has introduced into those colonies generally, a prac¬ 
tice similar to that which prevails in Bengal , and which he ascribes to 
the charter of 1774 5 and Sir Anthofiy Bullet, in concurring with 
that construction, and especially as to the power of an executor or 
administrator, to see the real estate, says, * I believe it accords very 
much with the mode in which real estate is applied in the colonies, 
under the statute 5 Geo. II.’ But the Ivarned Judges were evidently 
misinformed on this head ; and I am enabled, from having long prac¬ 
tised at the Bar in several West Indian colonies, to state, and therefore 
deem it right here to stale to the Court :—That in none of our West 
India colonies, nor, as I have reason to believe, in an}- British colony 
in America, was it held, either before or since the statute 5 Geo. II, 
c. 7, that executors or administrators, could sell the real estates of 
their testator or intestates, by their own voluntary act and convey¬ 
ance, even for the necessary satisfaction of his debts ; and yet, in 
several of those colonies, real estates are sold by execution on judg¬ 
ments obtained against the executors or administrators, without join¬ 
ing the devisees, or heir-at-law ; instead therefore of the law of the 
American colonies supporting by analogy the construction in ques¬ 
tion, it makes against that construction, by showing that there is 
no such clear practical necessity as is assumed, for giving to the 
personal representatives, by implication, a power of acting, selling, 
real estate for payment of debts, even where it may lawfully be sold 
for the same purpose by adverse process in suits to which they alone 
are defendants ; the same may be said even as to the supposed impli¬ 
cation in the charter, that the real estate may be recovered or sold by 
execution against the executors or administrators of the debtor. It 
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receives no countenance from, but is rather opposed by, the law or 
practice of our American colonies, under the statute 5 Geo. II, c. 7. 
1 hough the language ol that Act is rather ambiguous, the most material 
and consistent construction of it seems to be, that in making real estates 
assets for simple contract debts, no charge was intended as to the 
manner in which, or the persons against whom, such assets might be 
recovered after the death of the debtor, but that the simple contract 
creditor, was left to proceed in the same way that bond or specialty 
creditors might be, as in this country, and that the clause as to sell¬ 
ing by execution, had reference only to actions against the debtor 
himself in his lifetime. The fact is, that the statute 5 Geo. II, c. 7, 
was in few, if in any, of the British colonies, introductory of a new 
rule, as to the liability of real estates to debts, either in respect of 
their being sold by execution, or being chargeable with debts by 
simple contract. In the West Indies, they were liable to be sold and 
charged by the practice of the Colonial Courts, at least as far back 
as any extant records, or the memorials of that practice extend ; and 
the notice of the law ot Barbadoes in Blanchard v. Goedy, might have 
been extended to every one of the then British Leuard Islands. But 
these departures from English law of real property, do not appear 
to have arisen from any positive law. Acts of Assembly are extant, 
directory as to the forms of executions, and proceedings under them, 
by which the order wh'erein the lands and tenements shall be levied 
upon, and the manner of selling and conveying them, are regulated, 
and several of these Acts are prior to the 5 Geo. II, c. 7 ; but not one of 
them enacts these liabilities of real estates, in any way that marks 
the introduction of a rule substantially new. There is reason there, 
fore to conclude, that the practice is coeval with the first settlement 
or acquisition of the colonies, or the first establishment therein of 
any courts of justice, and that it was tacitly adopted as a departure 
from, or modification of, the law of the mother-country, rendered 
highly expedient or necessary by the local circumstances in which 
they were placed. In the British settlements in North America the 
same practice seems to have obtained, and probably in the same 
manner. But a short time prior to the 5 Geo. II, c. 7, the Assemblies 
or Courts of some of our North American colonies, are said to 
have attempted to exempt their lands from this liability to simple 
contract debts, and that of being sold under executions, in order 
that they might better be able to fence with, or defraud their credi- 
tors in the mother-country ; and this attempt, probably, gave occasion 
to the Act of 5 Geo. II, c. 7, for the protection of the British mer¬ 
chants and others, to whom the colonists were largely indebted 
I he statute, therefore, seems to have had rather a declaratory, than 
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enactive effect, except that by placing the existing practice substan¬ 
tially every where on the new basis of parliamentary legislation) 
the Assemblies, as well as the Courts of the colonies,, were precluded 
from the power of subverting it to the prejudice of the English cre¬ 
ditors. But as to the manner in which real estates were to be 
brought to sale, either in the debtor's lifetime, or after his decease, 
the statute did not expressly repeal or alter any colonial law or prac¬ 
tice, by which the same ends had already been provided for and 
attained, nor have its general words of reference to the law of 
England, as to specialty debts, and to the laws of the respective 
plantations, as to personal estate taken in execution, ever been con¬ 
strued to imply, any such alteration or repeal. If they had, the 
remedies of the creditors would in most colonies have been 
obstructed or impaired, instead of being protected or advanced. 
But in no British American colony, or none of those in the West Indies 
at least, has any such construction had place ; and the consequence 
is, that, in each respective colony, British at the time of that Act, 
its own antecedent practice has been pursued, except whin varied 
by subsequent Acts of Assembly ; though in no one colony are the real 
assets of a deceased debtor recovered or discharged in like manner, 
as for satisfaction of bond, or specialty debts in England , and no 
where are the debtors’ lands levied on and sold under, execution, in 
like manner with the present estate, so levied on.and sold, under the 
law of the same colony : much less has it any where been, held, that 
real estate can be sold or disposed of by executors or administrators 
under the Act, by their own authority, which the learned Judges of 
the Supreme Court all seem to have understood, as the clear import 
of the words, ‘ shall be sold or disposed of in like manner as per¬ 
sonal estate,’ and which they accordingly supposed to be the practice 
in all our American colonies ; unless, indeed, that clause of the Act 
is referred to remedies only against the debtor in his lifetime, and 
the former clause only to.remedies against his assets after his death, 
the section w.ould be at variance with itself; for the remedy obviously 
could not be at once the same, with that for bond or specialty debts 
in England\ and with that for the sale or disposition of chattels in 
the colonies. But the executors and administrators have, in none 
of the colonies, been considered as having power to sell the real 
estates of their testators or intestates ; such estates are, in several of 
our West India islands, sold under judgments and executions, ob¬ 
tained against executors, and administrators only ; while in other 
islands, the devisees, or heire-at-law, are joined as co-defendants 
with the personal representatives in the suit, and in the process for 
that purpose. Though I deem it my duty thus to point out to the 
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Court, the uhsoundness of the supposed analogy in the law and prac¬ 
tice of the British American colonies, which is relied upon by the 
learned East India Judges, in their judicial opinions, in evidence 
before me, as being contrary, in point of fact, to what I know of the 
law and practice of those colonies ; it is not, on this ground alone, 
that I feel myself bound to dissent from the reasons on which they 
rely, and humbly to state, as my opinion, that the construction put, 
by the said majority of the learned Judges, on the words of the 
charter, cannot be sustained ; and that Mr. Justice Macnaughton s 
dissent therefrom, is well founded. But, nevertheless, is does not 
seem to me, necessarily to follow, that the practice of selling the 
lands and houses of British subjects, in Calcutta, under executions, 
obtained against them, or against their executors or administrators, 
or even the sale thereof, by the voluntary act of those personal repre¬ 
sentatives, is contrary to law ; still less, that to reconcile such prac¬ 
tice with law, all the lands and tenements in Bengal, must be regarded 
as personal estate ; indeed, it appears to me, that this latter conse¬ 
quence, though maintained by Sir Francis Macnaughton, in his 
construction of the charter, is utterly irrcconcileable with the words 
of that instrument itself, which expressly describes real actions, and 
directs the sale by execution, of real, as well as personal property ; 
for the explanations attempted by that learned Judge, to wit, the 
supposing that chattels real, and ejectments for the recovery of them, 
only were intended, seems to me quite unsatisfactory, and such as 
cannot, without assigning an incorrect, as well as forced, and un¬ 
natural sense to the language, be received. But, though all the 
learned Judges seem to have agreed, in regarding the charters of 
1774 as the only legitimate source of the practice in question, that 
can be assigned, if extended to fee simple, or real estates, ’(as it 
clearly must be, if there are any such estates held by British subjects, 
within the jurisdiction of the Supreme Court of Judicature,) the main 
principles on which this opinion is founded, appear to me very dis¬ 
putable, if not clearly, incorrect, and such, as if generally adopted, 
in relation to the colonial dependencies, and settlements of Great 
Britain, would lead to very alarming and dangerous consequences. 
These principles seem to be, that, where the law of England is 
introduced, into a newly acquired colony, or settlement, that law 
must universally give the rule, in all cases, not otherwise provided 
for, by express legislation, and that no local custom, or practice, 
though coeval with the possession of the colony, or settlement, even 
if it were derived from a law previously established there, can op 
lawful, if repugnant to, or a departure from, the maxims of English 
law. 1 The lands of Mahomedans and Hindoos, (said Sir Robert 
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Chambers, in Doe, dem. Savage v. Branckaram , as appears by the 
certified report,) descend, according to their own respective laws, 
and by a subsequent statute, every question of inheritance, and suc¬ 
cession, is to be determined in their cases, by those laws. The case 
of lands, in the hands of British subjects, (he added,) is different. 
The common law of England, and the greater part of our statute 
law, having been introduced here, by several royal charters, and 
particularly by the charter establishing this Court, lands of British 
subjects, must descend, as they do in England, except so far as the 
descent is interrupted, or the succession thereto, varied by the clauses 
in the charter, that respect suits against executors and administra¬ 
tors.’ In the same view, the learned Chief Justice Bast, in his. 
certified opinion, in Joseph v. Ronald , rests the question throughout, 
on the construction of those clauses in the charter, and Mr. Justice 
Btiller says,—‘ I fully concur with the Chief Justice, in thinking that 
lands must be considered, as descending, according to the English 
law, except so far as the charter may have altered that course of 
descent. By that, (he says,) as well as the former charters, the 
English law had been introduced, for the government of British sub¬ 
jects, part of which law, and which I consider as also introduced 
thereby, is, that land, in which the party has a permanent interest, 
should descend accordingly to a certain course of inheritance. If a 
new country, (he adds,) is discovered by British subjects, they carry 
with them the laws of inheritance, as included in the English law ; 
and if the English law, attaches on a country already settled, where 
the inhabitants hold land of perpetual inheritance, such land, is by 
that law, deemed to be real property.’ The arguments of Mr. 
Justice Macnaughton, on the other side, proceed on the same general 
views. ' The lands of Mahomedans and Hindoos, are, by a special 
Act of Parliament, (he observes,) to be dealt with according to their 
own laws ; but the lands of all others, Armenians included, must go 
according to the English law, and not otherwise. If all the property 
(he adds) which is not specially excepted from it, shall not be regu¬ 
lated by the English law, no law will exist in this place, by which 
it can be regulated, or by which disputes that relate to it can ever be 
determined.’ The first question, that naturally suggests itself, on 
these opinions, is how, and when, the English law was generally 
introduced. The learned Judges all refer its introduction, lor the 
Government of British subjects, to the charter of 1774, and former 
charters, without further explanation, which would lead to the no¬ 
tion, that the English law, introduced by different portious, since 
the introduction of the whole code, is obviously an act, not suscep¬ 
tible of iteration, and therefore, must have been done, if at all, in 
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that way, by a single charter, not by several ; and in that case, it 1828. 
would be material, to ascertain by which of the number, the English ■jTp'—' 

law had been introduced, because from its date, subsequent Acts of ' rei '”' an 
Parliament would have no effect, without an express extension 1 of Fairlie. 
their enactments to India : but on referring to printed copies of-the 
charters granted to the East India Company, from the year 1601 
to the charter of 26th March 1774, inclusively, and particularly 
examining the same, from the charter of 24, 1726, inclu¬ 

sively, being the charter which provided for the administration; of 
justice, in the Company’s settlements, by establishing a Court, called 
the Mayor’s Court ; I find, in none of them, any express intro¬ 
duction of English law, but on the contrary, they seem all to have 
proceeded on the assumption, that English law was already in force 

in those settlements, and their provisions, are directed chieffy to the 

establishing competent judicial authorities, and rules of proceeding, 
by which the existing law, may be better administered, specifically 
ordaining therein, many departures from the practice of the Courts 
.n England, and in other cases, referring generally to the jurisdiction 
and authority, and forms of proceedings, of those Courts and their 
officers, as what the new Indian Courts and officers were to conform 
to, as nearly as local circumstances would permit. The charter of 
September 24, 1726, establishing the Mayor's Court, recites in its 
preamble, that the East India Company, ‘had, by a strict and 
equal distribution of justice, within the towns, forts, factories, and 
places, belonging to them in the East Indies, very much encouraged 
not only his Majesty’s subjects, but the subjects likewise of other 
princes, and the natives of the adjacent countries, to resort to, and 
settle in, the said towns, forts, factories, and places, &c., and that 
there was great want in all the said places, of a proper and compe- 

■ , 1 a. , t ^ more speedy, and effectual admi¬ 

nistering of justice, in civil causes, and for the trying and punishing 

of capital, and other criminal offences and misdemeanours, &c?’ 

It seems plain, therefore, that some law, both civil and criminal 
previously existed, and was in some manner administered there* 
which law, the charter intimates no intention of abrogating, but on 
the contrary of better carrying the same into effect; and that this 
could be no other than the law of England, may be clearly inferred 
from many clauses in the charter, and especially from the power 
therein, given to the Governors, or President, and Council of Madras 
Bombay and Fort William, in Bengal, with the approbation of the 
Court of Directors, to make bye-laws for the government, not only 
of the Corporation, of the Mayor and Aldermen, thereby created at 
those settlements, but of the inhabitants in general, with a proviso, 
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that such bye-laws, should not be contrary to the laws and statutes 
of England. The same observations apply to the charter of the 8th 
January 1753, whereby the Mayor’s Courts were established, and 
their jurisdiction further regulated, and to the charter of March 26th, 
a,d. 1774, constituting the Supreme Court of Judicature, upon 
which, the questions in reference are held by the Court to turn. 
Though some of the opinions in evidence before me, speak of this 
latter charter, only as having introduced the law of England, no .pro¬ 
vision to that effect, is to be found in it, but it plainly proceeded, 
like the former charters, constituting the Mayor’s Courts, upon the 
supposition that English law was already generally in force, and it 
made no alteration in the existing code, except by constituting a 
new Court of Judicature, which it endowed singly, with almost eveijr 
jurisdiction, civil and criminal, legal and equitable, known to the 
law of England, and by regulating specially, its practice, in many 
cases. In all which* points the law of England, was obviously de¬ 
parted from, or varied, rather than originally and generally intro¬ 
duced. I must conclude, therefore, that English law was not, as the 
learned Judges have supposed, brought in by the charters ; neverthe¬ 
less, that the law of England, subject to the exceptions in question, 
and to others introduced by the charters, ought in general to be, 
and practically is, the law by which British subjects are governed, 
and their rights determined, within the territories of the East India 
Company, in Bengal, is agreed on all hands, and has been virtually 
recognized by Parliament, not merely by Acts which authorised, and 
have confirmed the charters, but by an enactment in the statute, 21 
Geo. Ill, c.'70, s. 17 and 19, the intent of which, can no otherwise 
be explained. By that statute, entitled, ‘An Act to explain and 
amend so much of an Act, made in the 13th year of the reign 
of his present Majesty, entitled an Act for establishing certain 
regulations -for the better management of the affairs of the East India. 
Company, as well in India as in Europe, as relates to the administra¬ 
tion of justice in Bengal’ &c., it is enacted, ‘ that the sa'd Supreme 
Court shall have full power and authority to hear and determine, 
an such manner as is provided for that purpose by the said charter 
of 1774, all actions and suits against all and singular the inha¬ 
bitants of the city of Calcutta, provided that the inheritance and 
succession to lands, rents, and goods, and all matters of contract, 
and dealing between party and party, shall be determined in the 
case of Mahomedans, by the laws and usages of Mahomedans, and 
in the case of Gentoos, by the laws and usages of Gentoos; and 
where only one of the parties shall be a Mahomedan or Gentoo, by 
the law and usages of the defendant.’ And it is thereby further 
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enacted, ‘That it shall be lawful for the said Supreme Court to 
frame such process, and make such rules and orders for the execu¬ 
tion thereof, in suits, civil and criminal, against the natives of 
Bengal, Bahar , and Orissa, as may accommodate the same to the 
religion and manners of such natives, so far as the same may con¬ 
sist with the due execution of the laws and attainment of justice.’ 
Though it is not here declared by what law the same questions shall 
be governed and determined, when the parties, inhabitants, aro 
neither Mahomedans nor Gentoos, it seems plainly implied, that the 
legislature had some other laws and usages in view, which were ap¬ 
plicable, and should be applied, to the cases of British subjects, and 
others inhabiting there ; and these could be no other than the laws of 
England, modified by force of the charters, or other local institutions. 
But the difficulty, in consequence of which the witnesses and Judges 
of the Supreme Court are divided, still remains, namely, how to 
reconcile the general introduction and authority of English law with 
the power of executors and administrators to sell the lands and tene¬ 
ments of their testators or intestate, and, with such property, being 
assets, for the satisfaction of debts, of every degree, in their hands. 
If it is denied that lands and tenements are universally, there, 
chattels interests, which is the solution of Mr. Justice Macnanghton, 
and also that the charter of 1774 has subjected them, as real estate, 
to such power of the personal representatives, which is the solution 
of the other Judges, then the question is, from what legitimate 
source were such particular departures, from one general law of real 
property, actually derived ? It appears to me, that a satisfactory 
solution of this difficulty may be found by referring the intro¬ 
duction of English law, in the East India Company’s settlement in 
Bengal, to what I conceive to have been its real period, and its true 
source, and by ascribing to it such modifications as naturally arose 
from the peculiar circumstances of the case. The general rules, as to 
the law of countries newly settled, by British subjects, or acquired by 
the British Crown, are not fully adverted to by the learned Judges 
whose opinions are in evidence before me, and not, 1 conceive, 
accurately applied by them to the case of our Indian settlements. 
It is true, as remarked by Sir Anthony Buller t that if a new country 
is discovered and settled by British subjects, they carry with them 
the English law, but with this modification, unnoticed by the learned 
Judge, that is, so far only as that law is applicable to their local cir¬ 
cumstances. India, however, is not, in the sense of authorities by 
which the rule has been laid down, a new-discovered country; and, 
with respect to colonies or settlements, acquired by cession 0/ con ¬ 
quest, within the description our Indian territories are, the rule i-" 
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different, the laws of the place, in such cases, remaining in force 
till changed by royal or parliamentary authority. But there is ad) 
anomaly in the case of the settlements in question, which made it- 
difficult or impossible, as I conceive, practically to apply there the 
latter rule, to its full extent, and took the case out of the principles 
on which both those rules were founded. I apprehend the true 
general distinction to be, in effect, between countries in which there 
are not, and countries in which there are, at the time of their acqui¬ 
sition, any existing civil institutions and laws, it being, in the first 
of those cases, matter of necessity that the British settlers should use 
their native laws, as having no others to resort to ; whereas, in the 
other case, there is an established lex loci, which it might be highly 
inconvenient all at once to abrogate; and, therefore, it remains till 
changed by the deliberative wisdom of the new legislative power. 
In the former case, also, there are not, but in the latter case there 
are, new subjects to be governed, ignorant of the English laws, and 
unprepared, perhaps, in civil and political character, to receive them. 
The reason why the rules are laid down in books of authority, with 
reference to the distinction between new-discovered countries, on the 
pne hand, and ceded or conquered countries, on the other, may be 
found, I conceive, in the fact, that this distinction had always, or 
almost always, practically corresponded with that, between the absence 
and the existence of' a lex loci, by which the British settlers might, 
without inconvenience, for a time, be governed ; for the powers from 
whom we had wrested colonies by conquest, or had obtained them by 
treaties of cession, had ordinarily, if not always, been civilized and 
Christian States, whose institutions, therefore, were not wholly dis¬ 
similar to our own. But, in the settlements formed by the East. 
India Company in Bengal, the case was very different, and one to 
which neither of the rules referred to could possibly have an entire 
application. The acquired territory was not newly discovered or 
inhabited, but well peopled, and by a civilized race, governed by long- 
established laws, to which they were much attached, and which it 
would have been highly inconvenient and dangerous immediately to 
change. On the other hand, those laws were so interwoven with, 
and dependent on, their religious institutions, as Mahomedans or 
Pagans, that a great part of them could not possibly be applied to 
the Government of a Christian people. Besides, there was, as 
appears from the Act of Parliament last mentioned, no uniform lex 
loci to regulate inheritance, successions, and other important subjects; 
of legislation. But the two great classes of native inhabitants, 
JVIahotnedans and Gentoos, were governed, in such matter, by dif-t 
ferent laws, derived from their respective religious institutions. Some 
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new course was to be taken in this peculiar case ; and the course 
actually taken seems to have been, to treat the case, in a great, 
measure, like that of a new-discovered country, for the government of 
the Company’s servants, and other British or Christian settlers using' 
tho laws of the mother country, as far as they were capable of being 
applied for that purpose, and leaving the Mahomedan and Gentoo in¬ 
habitants to their own laws and customs, but with some particular 
exceptions that were called for by commercial policy, or the con¬ 
venience of mutual intercourse, and between the British settler and 
the natives, and which are found quite reconcilcable with differences 
of religious faith : such, for instance, as leaving the interest of 
money unlimited by law. It seems highly probable that the same 
general adherence to English law, and the same partial adoption of 
the existing laws and customs of the conntry, were applied to im¬ 
moveable property, when acquired by British subjects, and produced 
the seemingly incongruous practice for which the Judges, at a period 
remote from its first introduction, have found it so difficult to ac¬ 
count on legal grounds. If it be supposed that lands and tenements 
in Bengal, whether held by Mahomedans or Gentoos, were liable to 
be sold, in the owner’s lifetime, by legal process, for his debts, and 
were liable as general assets, after his death, in the hands of those 
who had the administration of his personal estate for the satisfaction 
Of his debts, of every degree, and might bo sold by them for that 
purpose ; it will be obvious that these were parts of the law of the 
country which there were strong reasons of commercial policy and 
convenience, and even justice, for adopting, in regard to the same 
species of property, when in the hands of British subjects. The 
learned Judges of the Supreme Court, amongst all their differences, 
have concurred in regarding these powers of the personal repre¬ 
sentatives in India, as peculiarly expedient, or necessary, in the cases 
of British subjects, because it rarely happens that they have heirs of 
full age on the spot, or nearer to it than Europe, and the incon¬ 
venience, therefore, both to the creditors and heirs-at-law, would be 
great, if houses and land in Calcutta, chiefly bought for commercial 
purposes, could not be brought into administration, or sold, until 
the heirs-at-law could arrive, or constitute attorneys, with sufficient 
proofs of their pedigree, by evidence sent from this country, to satisfy 
a purchaser as to the title. It would also have been pregnant with 
very inequitable consequences, injurious to commercial credit, if in 
the dealings between British and native merchants, of which this 
very species of property might often be the subject, it had been liable, 
in the hands of the natives or their executors, to simple contract 
debts, but not so when bought by British subjects ; an inequality the 
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more unjust and inconvenient, because our bankrupt laws are never 
considered as extending to that country. The reason, therefore, for 
adopting these parts of the Indian law, if such they were, must have 
been felt to have been extremely strong, and were probably decisive ; 
but, on the other hand, there was no sufficient reason for departing 
from the rules of English law, as to the inheritance of real estates; 
nor would it, I apprehend, have been an adoption of Indian law, but, 
on the contrary, a wider departure from it, to have made such 
property as distributable among the widow and next of kin, as per¬ 
sonal estate ; for, I understand the fact to be, and it partly appears, 
from the evidence before me, that the eldest son of a deceased land¬ 
holder in De?igal succeeds to all his immoveable as well as moveable 
property subject to all his debts, but is obliged, as I understand, by 
the laws or the customs of his religion, to maintain, in some degree, 
the whole family of which he became the head. The parties to this 
cause, indeed, not having been led, by the opinions on either side, 
to look to any origin of the practice in question, but the charters, have 
not directly examined any witnesses as to what the law in force, as 
between the natives in Bengal, is on these subjects, or what are the 
diversities in the laws of inheritance or succession between the 
Mahomedans and Hindoos, nor has the evidence, taken under the 
commission in India , attempted to trace back the practice in question, 
by records or written documents, to its origin, or to show whether it 
is not coeval with the possession by the Company, of its territories 
or settlements in Bengal', but the evidence, as far as it goes, tends 
to confirm the solution of the difficulty here suggested, and to prove 
that the practice is at least older than that charter, to which its legal 
origin has been referred. ‘Lands in Calcutta (said Mr. Justice 
Macnaughton, in Joseph v. Ronald ) have been sold in execution ever 
since the establishment of this Court, and for more than ten years 
before the decision of that case, in which they were declared to be 
fee-simple.’ And the same learned Judge says, in his depositions, 
that, though he cannot take upon himself to speak as to the practice 
or usage, previous to the institution of the Supreme Court, as to 
lands in Calcutta being, or not being, subject to the payment of 
simple contract debts, or whether they were deemed to be chattels 
real in the hands of the executor or administrator, but he takes for 
granted that they were so. Neither of the said Judges, whose 
evidence is before me, had been in India earlier than the year 1789, 
but Joseph Barretto , of Calcutta , merchant, a witness who had re¬ 
sided from 1768, states, that the executors or administrators of 
Europeans, dying in the possession of lands and tenements in 
Calcutta, were, previous to 1788, (the time mentioned in the 
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interrogatories,) authorized by the law and usage of Calcutta , to 
sell the same for payments of debts, from the testator or intestate, 
as well by specialty as by simple contract. That he had heard, 
and believes, that it is by the law and usage of Calcutta that such 
lands become assets in the hands of the personal representatives, for 
the payment of simple contract debts, and that he knows this from 
being resident in Calcutta , from the year 1760; and he afterwards 
states positively, that lands were subject to the payment of simple 
contract debts previous to the institution of the Supreme Court. Sir 
Edward Hyde East also, in his judgment in Joseph v. Ronald, states as 
his opinion, that there is no other difference in the nature or tenure of 
land in Calcutta, whether holden by British, Hindoos, or Mussulman 
subjects, then what would arise from the application of their different 
laws of inheritance and succession, which are preserved by Parlia¬ 
ment to those different classes; and he adds, ‘ The land, though 
real property in its nature and tenure, is made subject to debts in 
the hands of each of them; in the hands of Hindoos and Mussul¬ 
mans by their general codes, in the hands of the British, &c., 
by the terms or construction of the charter, and of the acts auxi¬ 
liary to it.’ That the lands of Hindoos and Mahomedaus are 
subject to debts by their native or general codes, is a fact in which 
the chief justice could not well be mistaken, and his meaning plainly 
is, that they are so liable, to the same extent that the lands of a 
British debtor are, under the practice which he ascribes to the 
charter. If so, it materially strengthens the probability that this 
practice was in fact of an earlier date, for otherwise, as the laws 
and usages of the Hindoos and Mahomedans have certainly not been 
changed, there must have been a diversity in the process for debt in 
the Mayor’s Court, according to the class of faith of the defendant, 
its local jurisdiction having originally extended over all the inhabi¬ 
tants, without any reservation of their particular usage or laws, and 
as the records and proceedings of that Court are all transferred to 
the new court of judicature, this fact could hardly have escaped ob¬ 
servation. The evidence, therefore, appears to me, as far as it 
goes, strongly to favour the opinion, that the practice in question 
long preceded the charter. Nor is there any evidence of a different 

law of real property having at any time been administered between 

British subjects in Bcugal. I am strongly inclined to conclude that 
the present practice has prevailed, (though perhaps with particular 
deviations from it, as to the ulterior administration of the proceeds 
of real estates, or the surplus of those proceeds, arising from igno¬ 
rance of the proper rules, by executors or administrators, and the 
heirs in Europe,) from the earliest administration ofjustice in our In- 
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dian settlements, or at least from the first purchase of real estate's 
by British subjects, after the territorial acquisitions of the Company 
in that country. Supposing, however, the practice to have had a 
more recent origin, and not to have been introduced by a right ex* 
position of the charters, or by any other positive law, still if it wa$ - 
conformable to the law existing in the place at the time of its coni 
quest or cession, it may, I conceive, be supported under th6 
general rules to which I have before adverted, since it cannot be 
shown that the local law has been since changed by competent legis¬ 
lative authority, either by abrogating the powers of executors and 
administrators over real estates, or, what would be tantamount, by 
expressly enacting that the whole body of English law, or our wholte 
law of real property, shall be in force among His Majesty's subjects 
in Bengal. If our territorial acquisitions in India should, for th6 
reasons here assigned, be regarded as falling under the other rulej 
and that the first British settlers carried there the law of the mother 
country, as in the case of a new-discovered country, still that rul6 
is subject to the modification before stated. So much of English 
law of real property as opposes the practice in question, was, for the 
reasons assigned, not applicable to the local circumstances, in which 
the new settlers were placed, and it therefore did not bind them. To 
hold the contrary, would be to maintain a principle, upon which not 
only many titles to real estates in India, but a great proportion of 
such titles in most of our West Indian islands might be shaken, no 
Small part of them being held under sales by execution, against exe^- 
cutors and administrators, without any positive law to warrant such a 
departure from the law of JZnglatid. The principle would, in fact, 
go -much further. If the introduction of the English law undet 
either of the said general rules, into a new or ceded country, must 
be entire, or with no modifications founded on local circumstances, 
unless by express legislation, much of the unwritten law now in usd 
in the British West Indies, and especially much of their law of shi¬ 
very, stands upon unsound foundations. For these reasons, while t 
feel myself constrained to dissent from the opinion of the majority of 
the Judges of the Supreme Court, as to the construction of the 
charter, I cannot adopt the conclusions of Mr. Justice Maenaughlon, 
namely, that the practice in question can only be sustained, by re^ 
garding all property, the subject of it, as personal estate, and that 
there can be no real estate of inheritance in lands or houses in 
Calcutta ; but am of opinion, that the practice may have a legal 
foundation, though applied to such estates. But the learned Judged 
further differ in respect of the nature of such titles, as the intestate 
Oldham held ; for supposing that fee-simple estates may exist by law 
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In Calcutta , and be inheritable, as in England , it does not follow that 
any such estates in fact exist there ; and it is maintained by Mr. Jus¬ 
tice Macnnughton, that no title derived under Potla/is or grants from 
the Company's Government at Calcutta , can amount to an estate of 
inheritance. In support of this proposition, it is contended, first, that 

the East India Company itself acquired no fee-simple or absolute per¬ 
petual property in the territory granted to it by the native powers 
but held it only as their feudatories or vassals, and during thfir plea¬ 
sure ; or, that if such absolute and perpetual property was acquired, 

.t vested in the Crown, and not in the Company, whose corporate 
existence and rights in the East Indies arc temporary, and have been 
granted or renewed from time to time by successive Acts of Parlia¬ 
ment and charters for short terms of years. On the other side* it is 
maintained that the Company, against both the native sovereigns of 
Hindoostan and the British Crown, have an absolute and perpetual nro 
perty in the territory so granted, though the sovereign dominion 
thereof is in the Crown ; but that, supposing even the Company's 
property therein to depend on the duration of the charter it wn,,M 
not follow that while the charter subsists, the Company has not 
power to make grants to individuals in fee : and to show that the 
Company both acquired and has granted such absolute perpetual 
property m the said territory, there has been produced and read 
before me on the part of the defendants, Fairlic and His Majesty’s 
Attorney-General, a certain paper communicated by letter from Sir 
^ , C Hief Justice of the Supreme Court* AfaLs,To the 

eaid Sir Edward Hyde East, and by him annexed to his certified opi- 
mon m the cause of Joseph v. Ronald, being a copy of a case 
mitted to the Judges of the Supreme Court at Madras, for the 

opinion of the Court of Sudder Dewanny Adawlut of Calcutta and 
the native officers of that Court, with the answers thereto of' the 
Judges ° f the Court, and its officers, being doctors or professors of 
the laws of Hindoostan; and also a paper annexed to the certified opi¬ 
nion of Sir Edward Hyde East, and by him referred to, being extracts 
of regulations of the Governor-General of Bengal, in Council, and of 

I7Q? foTfi° n Governor-General, in Council, of the ist of May 

1793 , for fixing , n perpetuity the jumma or revenue payable to the 
Company by the a",, other proprietors in t he Company's 

territories in Bengal; from which documents, and the more reguL 
evidenco before me, it seems sufficiently clear that grants of the 

J? s ° verei S ns °f Hindoostan of the same nature with those 
under which the Company obtained the territories in Calcutta 
often, if not generally, conveyed an absolute and perpetual es' 
.ate «o the grantees and their heirs; and the relations of Z 
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Governor-General and Council, made under the authority of the 
charter subsisting in 1793, clearly recognize the estates of the Zemin¬ 
dars and other actual proprietors of land as hereditary and perpetual 
estates. But it seems to me immaterial for the purposes of there- 
ference, to determine between the real and personal representatives of 
the intestate, whether such was in law the tenure by which the Com¬ 
pany or its grantees, in general held their lands in Bengal , as between 
the Company and the sovereign of the country ; it appears that the 
intestate purchased the land and houses in question, as of an estate in 
'fee, which had usually passed as such, and that he had no other 
'estate therein that could be inherited or claimed in his right after his 
•decease. But it is secondly contended on behalf of the plaintiffs and 
the defendant Oldham , the testator's administrator, that the instru¬ 
ment called a Pottah, containing a reservation of rent payable to the 
Company, and having no words of inheritance or limitation, conveys 
only a leasehold or chattel Interest, determinable at the will of the 
grantor, and the nature and effect of the Pottahs in general has been 
a subject of much controversy between the parties, and of much con¬ 
trariety of statement or professional judgment in the evidence before 
me, the instrument 'being, on the one side, represented as a grant or 
conveyance from the Company, the terms of which, according to the 
legal import, must define -and limit the estate passed by them to the 
grantee; while on the other side, the Poltak is stated to be a mere 
official recognition—a certificate of a title already existing, or alleged 
to exist in the party applying for it, for the purpose of ascertaining 
the amount of the jumma, or annual dues payable in respect of the 
premises described in it, to the collector or treasury of the Company 
at Calcutta. Again, the nature of this jumma is a subject of 
equal controversy, it being on the one side, represented as rent, 
payable by the holder as lessee or tenant of the Company, and 
on the other side, as being either in the nature of a fee-farm rent 
or perpetual rent-charge, or rather, a mere land-tax payable to the 
Company, as sovereign or governor for the country, not as proprietor 
of the soil, or as having any reversionary interest therein. In 
considering the general effect of the evidence, on these contro¬ 
verted points, I find it, in the first place, to be clear, that the forms 
of the Pottahs , hereinbefore set forth, as those granted for the lots of 
lands and houses in question, are the ordinary, if mot the invariable, 
forms of these instruments. It was -contended, on the original evi¬ 
dence, by the plaintiffs, that the questions in reference to me, might 
be materially affected by the form of the Pottahs, granted to the 
intestate Oldham , or those under whom he claimed, of which there 
was no proof then before me ; and this was mainly insisted on, as * 
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reason for suspending my report, until evidence could be obtained 
from India. But the Pottahs, proved under the commission, appear 
to be all in the same general form, with those which are hereinbefore 
set forth, granted for the lots of lands and houses in question, that is 
to say, without words of inheritance or limitation, or any express 
description of the estate, or interest for, or in respect of which they 
were granted. A copy of one of the Pottahs, granted to the said Hannah 
Haigh, was exhibited on the part of the plaintiffs, upon cross-inter¬ 
rogatories, filed by them for the examination of witnesses in the 
examiner's office, and Sir Henry Russell and Sir William Burroughs , 
the former of whom had been a Judge of the Supreme Court, at Cal¬ 
cutta, fifteen years, and the latter of whom had been a Judge thereof, 
or practitioner therein, about twenty years, both in substance deposed 
that the exhibit corresponded in form with all the Pottahs they had 
ever seen ; and another paper, purporting to be a copy of a Pottah 
to George Vatisittart, Esq., which was in a different form, limiting 
the tenure during the Company's will or convenience, having also 
been exhibited on the cross-interrogatories, Sir Henry Russell and 
William Burroughs , deposed, in respect thereof, that they did not re¬ 
collect ever to have seen any Pottah issued, by, or on behalf of the 
East India Company, framed or expressed in the terms, or to the 
purport or effect, contained in the last-mentioned exhibit: it seems, 
therefore, presumable, that when the plaintiffs, after publication of 
that evidence, obtained a commission to take further evidence in 
India, and examined witnesses there, they would not have omitted to 
prove the alleged Pottah, to Vatisittart, or some other Pottahs, vary¬ 
ing in form and substance from the exhibit, and limiting or defining 
the estates or interests for, or in respect whereof the samo were 
granted, if any such Pottahs, or the records thereof, in the collector's 
office, could have been found. But if all the Pottahs granted by the 
Company, or its officers, for lands or houses in Calcutta, are like 
those granted to the intestate, Samuel Oldham, or the persons through 
whom his title was derived, without words of limitation, or any 
words descriptive of the estate or interest to which they relate, it 
follows, either that the Pottah is not a grant or conveyance, or that 

the estate or interest granted or conveyed by it, is in all cases the 

same, and that if the estate of the intestate Oldham, in the lots of 
land and houses in question, was not a fee-simple, or estate of inherit¬ 
ance, from the want of a limitation in the Pottahs, to his heirs, the 
same must be the case with all estates held ■ under Pottahs, in Calcutta, 
or in other words, with all the land and buildings held by individuals 
there ; for it is agreed, that a Pottah is, or ought to be, taken out 
upon every change of property, whether by alienation or death. 


1828. 

* 

Freeman 

v. 

Fairlie. 



332 


CASES IN THE PRIVY COUNCIL. 



\ 


1828. 



Freeman 


v. 

Fairlie. 


From this universality of the tenure, if derived from the Pottahs , an 
argument has been drawn on the- part of the defendant Fairlie, and 
of the Crown, against its being leasehold, or less than freehold, be¬ 
cause the consequence would be, that there is no real estate in 
Calcutta, or within the provinces of Bengal, Bahar , and Orissa ; or 
supposing the Company itself to have a fee-simple in its acquired ' 
domains, that there is no- other holder, of any real estate in those 
provinces, (in the whole of which, the lands of individuals are held 
under Pottahs, in the same form,) and yet the charter founded'on, 
and confirmed by. Act of Parliament, gives jurisdiction as before 
stated, in actions real, as well as personal, and against all persons, 
and the executors of persons, who have estates, real or personal, 
within those provinces ; but this argument, though insisted on by 
some of the professional opinions, in evidence before me, appears to 
me, to have little or no weight : the true answer to the objection to 
the Pottahs, as being insufficient to pass estates of inheritance, ap- . 
pears to me, to be that which was given by the learned witnesses, 
kite Judges of the Supreme Court, in the depositions here, and - 
which is now confirmed by two out of three of their learned succes¬ 
sors, and by a great majority of the other witnesses, examined in 
India, namely, that the Pottahs are not, in fact, grants or conveyances, 
but official recognitions, or certificates, of an already existing title. 
Yet, there must be, I conceive, an exception to this rule, in the case 
of lands, called common lands, for the reasons hereinbefore men¬ 
tioned. The purchaser of land, in Calcutta, is stated by Sir Henry 
Russell , (in his deposition, in> answer to the 6th interrogatory, on 
the part of the defendant Fairlie,) to derive his title thereto, from 
and through the conveyance thereof, made to him by the former 
proprietor, and not from or through the new Pottah granted to 
him, and he adds, that a new Pottah. is obtained by a purchaser, as a 
matter of right, and of course. The deposition of Sir William, Bur- 
roughs, in answer to the same interrogatory, is to. the- same effect, 
but with more particularity and fulness of expression, to-wit^ that ‘ he 
believes that all lands and grounds situated in Calcutta-,, ancfc in the 
provinces subject to the jurisdiction of the Supreme Court of Judi¬ 
cature, at Fort William in Bengal , are deemed and considered as 
held of the United Company of merchants, trading to the East 
Indies , and that all such lands and grounds, save only such as are, 
or have been, granted free of rents, are subject to some rent, or, as 
it is commonly called, revenue, payable to the said united Company, 
and are registered by their denominations or descriptions, together 
with the names, for the time being, of the proprietors thereof, in cer¬ 
tain books kt-pt at the offices of the Collectors appointed on behalf 
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of the Company, for the provinces, districts, and cities, within which 
such lands or grounds are situated, and which books kept in the 
office of the Collector of Calcutta , are called, or known by the name 
of Chitta Books. That, according to ancient usage in Bengal , long 
anterior, as he believes, to the acquisition of any territorial posses¬ 
sion, by the Company therein, certain instruments in writing, called 
Pottahs, and appearing to bo in the nature of certificates, of the re¬ 
gister of such land or grounds, in the said Chitta Books, are usually 
granted by the Collector of Calcutta, aforesaid, under his hand and 
seal of office, fo-, and on behalf of the Company, to the person or 
persons appearing by the Chitta Books, to be proprietors or owners 
of the lands or grounds, so registered therein, but that the Com¬ 
pany’s Collector of Calcutta, aforesaid, acts ministerially only, and 
not in any degree judicially in writing such registers, and granting 
such Pottahs, which are often granted cx parte, as he, the deponent, 
believes, and are almost always expressed, in very few words, and 
are not, therefore, deemed or considered by the Supreme Court, as 
sufficient evidence of title, in the person or persons named in, and 
producing the same as proprietors, although such Pottahs, coupled 
with possession and other circumstances, are received as some, but 
never as conclusive evidence of title, in the person or persons named 
as proprietors therein. That when lands or grounds, situated in 
Calcutta, arc granted, sold, conveyed, or devised by the owners or 
proprietors thereof, the grantees, vendees, assignees, or devisees 
thereof, frequently apply to, and receive from, the Collector of Cal - 
cutla, a new Poltali, made out for, and in the names of such grantees 
vendees, assignees, or devisees, after their acquisition of such lands 
or grounds, under the Deeds, Wills, or Instruments, conveying or 
devising the same ; and which new Pottahs are usually granted, as he 
the deponent, believes, to the person or persons producing the former 
Potlah, and the Deeds, Wills, or Instruments, conveying or devising 
the lands or grounds therein mentioned, to the person or persons so 
applying, and that he, the deponent, believes, that such new Pottahs 
are often granted, without any proof of the due execution of such 
Deeds, Wills, or Instruments, and nearly, as of course, except in 
such cases as may appear to the Collector of Calcutta, aforesaid, to 
require precaution, in which cases it is usual for the Collector of 
Calcutta, as the deponent believes, to post up written notices at his 
office, intimating his intention to comply with the application, if no 
objection, that might appear to him to be reasonable, should be 
made within a limited time, but that no person has ever been allowed 
by the Supreme Court, as he believes, to support a claim, or title to 
land or ground, situated in Calcutta, under, or by virtue of any new 
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Pottah, so granted, without duly proving in the Court, the Deed or 
Deeds, Will or Wills, or other Instruments, conveying or devising 
the same ; nor has the Court ever, as he, the deponent, believes/held 
it to be necessary, for any persons claiming title to land or ground, 
situated in Calcutta, to produce or prove a Pottah for the same, or to 
show, that after the purchase, or devise of such land or ground/ that 


anew Pottah was either obtained, or applied for by the person, or 
persons, claiming under such purchase or devise. The account 
here given by Sir William Burroughs, of the power and duty of the 
Collectors, in granting Pottahs, and the grounds on which they are 
obtained, is confirmed by all the witnesses in India, who have de¬ 
posed to these points, and among others by Mr. Rock, President of 
the Board of Revenue, at Calcutta, who states his opinion to be, that 
the Collector has not authority to grant a Pottah, unlessthe person 
applying for the same, at his office, produces and shows at such 
office, some deed, document, or instrument, under which, the party 
applying, claims title, or shows his right to the land, for which such 
Pottah is applied for. It appears, nevertheless, from the same evi- * 
dence, and 1 especially from the deposition of Sir. James Edward Colt* 
brooke, Bart., Chief Judge of the Court of Sudder Dewanny Adaw- 
lUt in Bengal, that there is a case in which the Pottah really 
operates, as a grant or conveyance from - the Company, to wit, when 
the land comprised in it, is common or untenanted land ; and it fur¬ 
ther appears thereby, and by the exhibit deposed to by Sir James 
Edward Colebrooke, in answer to the znd interrogatory, on the part 
of the plaintiffs, that part of the land which is admitted to be com¬ 
prised in the three lots, or pieces of land in question, was common 
land, and originally granted by the Company, by Pottah , to Henry 
Veriest , Esq., under whom, the title of the intestate Oldham, for 
part of the three lots, or pieces of land in question, was derived. 
But it also appears thereby, and by other parts of the evidence before 
me ; that the last-mentioned Pottah, and other Pottahs for common 
lands, like those which were granted, on existing titles, contained no 
-words of limitation or inheritance ; and yet it is stated by Sir James 
Edward Colebrooke , that in his judgment, the person- or persons, to 
whom such common lands were first granted, by such Pottahs, took 
an absolute estate and interest therein, with a power of alienation, 
gift, or disposal by last Will and Testament, and the same seems to 
be supported by the testimony of other witnesses, who make no 
distinction between original Pottahs , for common lands, and Pottahs 
on existing titles, as to the absolute nature of the estate. It appears, 
also, that alienations in fee, by the grantees of common land, under 
such Pottahs , hlave been recognized by the Company’s officers r on 



ON APPEALS FROM THE EAST INDIES. 


335 


giving a good title to those claiming under them, for the purpose of 
obtaining new Pottahs. In the case of Joseph v. Ronald , it was stated by 
Sir Edward Hyde East, Chief Justice, in giving his judgment, that the 

Company, to this day, transfers its remaining common lands, without 

any other grant or instrument than Pottahs, in the same form, sub¬ 
ject to a like small nominal rent, or jumma, of which he cited a 
recent instance in the case of land, absolutely sold by the govern¬ 
ment to one Pietram Doss, and for its full value. The Chief Justice 
considered, even these Pottahs, for common lands, to be, like the rest, 
mere recognitions of an existing title, and supported that opinion 
by the form of the Pottah, in the case referred to, a copy of which 
is annexed to the report of the judgment certified, by him, as herein¬ 
before mentioned ; for the Pottah describes the land, as having be¬ 
longed to the Company's common ground, and states that it was 
formerly the property of the Company ; yet no grant had been, in 

fact, made by the Company, and the Chief Justice added, that it had 

not been usual, as far as he could learn, particularly as to the small 
grants, though he had heard that such grants had formerly been 
made, in a few particular instances. The learned Judge, also took 
occasion, therefrom, to explain the general nature and use of the 
Pottah, in a manner, which, as it seems to mo, to be consistent with all 
the evidence before me, and to obviate all difficulties arising from 
the reservation of payments by the name of rent, I think it best to 
extract from the certified report, in his own words ‘ The docu¬ 
ments,’ he says, referring to the last-mentioned Pottah to Pietram 
Doss, of common land, and the record thereof in the collector’s 
office, ‘also serve to explain, in a great measure, what the true 
nature of the small annual payment reserved is, which in the Pottah 
is called rent, for, in the recorded entry of the purchase, and con¬ 
veyance to Pietram Doss , the same annual reservation is classed 
under the head of jumma, which is the proper term, and means the 
assessment or assessed revenue. And it is also called jumma in the 
receipt of the purchase-money entered upon the Pottah itself, and 
this appears to me to be the most probable origin of the small jum¬ 
ma reserved in every minor grant of land, except such as having 
originally been granted by the Zemindars, or by Government itself; 
for the religious er charitable purposes have no jumma resorved upon 
them. Under the Mussulman Government, the Zemindars , or inde¬ 
pendent Talooldars, were answerable to the Government for the 
whole jumma assessed on their respective districts. These, there¬ 
fore, when they granted out portions of land in perpetuity to others, 
reserved such proportion of jumma as was calculated or agreed upon 
between them, in order to reimburse themselves, who were still liable 
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to Government for the whole, unless the latter agreed to admit the' 
sub-grantees as Independent Talookctars^ attswerable, in the first 
instance, for the portion of the jumma so reserved. It is not im¬ 
probable that in some instances more than the exact proportion of the 
original jumma would be reserved by the sub-grantees, and this 
would operate, (as the grants were for the most part in perpetuity,) 
in the nature of a quit-rent or seignorial acknowledgment, and, after 
a great length of time, it may be difficult, and often impossible, to 
ascertain the difference, nor is it of any legal consequence to do so, 
wherever the jumma was fixed. In Pietram Voss’s case the juuima 
reserved is quite nominal, being only 2. 6. 8. upon a purchase from 
Government of its common land, or zemindary waste, 16 cottahs 
for above 1,900 rupees. The zemindary, including the three villages 
before named, was itself granted to the Company upon a jumma, 
reserved yearly to the then Government, of 1,195. 6.; and this 
2. 6. 8., if not a fanciful fraction of the ancient original jumma, Is 
reserved in imitation of it, according to the ancient fashion of the 
country. If the English word rent (he adds) be properly applied to 
it at all, as it is used in the English form of the common Pottahs, it is, 
in its legal signification, a mere quit-rent, or seignorial acknowledg¬ 
ment, and no other, and is applicable, indiscriminately, to every 
acknowledged indefeasible estate of perpetnal inheritance throughout 
the country.' Whatever difficulty may remain after these explana¬ 
tions of the learned Chief Justice, to reconcile, with the principles of 
English law, the passing of a fee-simple estate in the Company’s 
common land, without any other instruments or writing than the 
ordinary Pottah, all the evidence before me relative thereto, is in 
some very important, and, as I conceive, decisive points, uniform 
and clear. The title of the holders of land and houses in Calcutta y 
the subjects of these Pottahs , who derived, under original Pottahs 
for common lands, and without any other grant, is, as between 
them and the East India Company, absolute and perputual; whether 
the property is to be considered as freehold or leasehold, real or per¬ 
sonal, it is unlimited in point of duration. Even Sir Francis Mac - 
naugkton, holds that is the case, as to the equitable interest, though 
his decided opinion is, that the property is not freehold, or real 
estate ; for he states in his deposition, in answer to the interrogatory, 
on the part of the plaintiffs, that he hath always understood, and 
always believed, that it was the intention, in the case of lands granted 
by Pottah , both of the grantor and grantee, that the former should not 
have the power of resumption, and that neither the grantee, nor those 
claiming under him, should be disturbed in their possession, and that, 
in a confidence of the permanency of such grants, many have expended 
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large sums of money, upon lands so granted, so as to make the rent 
reserved by the Company, a matter of little or no consideration, in 
comparison with the value of the same. That he hath often heard it 
said by practitioners, and, as he thinks, by Judges, in the said Supreme 
Court, that in case of any attempt, under such circumstances, being 
made by the East India Company, to resume the lands, that it would 
be the duty of the Supreme Court, to restrain them from so doing 
by injunction ; although, from the terms of the Pottah, he conceives 
it cannot convey a freehold estate, yet, that from the intention of the 
parties, manifested as it has been, ever since (so far as he knows) 
Pottahs have been granted, that in his opinion, a Court of Equity 
would, and ought to consider, the grantee, and those holding under 
him, as having a permanent interest in the same ; but so far as his, 
the deponent’s, knowledge extends, no attempt at resumption was 
ever made by the East India Company. Other evidence before me, 
shows that the Company, in as strong a case for resumption as could 
well arise, has practically admitted, the perpetual and irrevocable 
effects of its own grants by Pottahs, buying back at an excessive 
price, land in Calcutta, that had been so granted, when wanted for 
the public uses ; the grantee or holder under Pottah, refusing to 
sell it on reasonable terms. It is also the uniform effect of the evi¬ 
dence before me, as to the jumma, that, whether to be regarded as 
rent or revenue, it is fixed in amount, and cannot be raised by the 
Company, beyond what is specified in the original grant or Pottah. 
The plaintiff, indeed, contended on the original evidence, that there 
was proof of the jumma being a reserved rent, and the tenure being 
leasehold, resumable by the Company, from the fact that the rent 
paid by the defendant Fairlie, for the lots of land and houses in 
question, had varied in its amount in different years, but this appa¬ 
rent variance has since been explained in a way satisfactory. It 
appearing from the receipts produced by the defendant Fairlie, that 
he was inaccurate in stating the periodical payments by him, in re- 
spect of the lands and houses, as ground-rent, and that they, in fact, 
sometimes comprised a watch-tax, and other public taxes, from 
which the apparent inequality proceeded, and that the rent or jum¬ 
ma was always the same in his payments. 

“Upon these facts, it seems to me to be clear, even as to the 
common lands, of which the Pottah is the only conveyance, or evi¬ 
dence of title, that the purchaser from the Company with a Pottah in 
the ordinary form, obtains at least an equitable fee, and that the 
objection resolves itself into this : from the want cf a proper convey¬ 
ance, the legal estate, as to the inheritance, does not pass to the 
grantee, but remains in the Company. Rut even this objection, 
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seems to me to rest on the assumption, that the whole body of 
English law, in relation at least to real property, has been introduced 
into the Company's settlements in Bengal, with such exceptions and 
qualifications only, as the charters expressly or by implication pro¬ 
vide :—a doctrine, for humbly dissenting from which, my reasons 
have been already assigned. If that assumption is erroneous, there 
seems to be still less reason, for holding as to the principles and forms 
of conveyancing, than as to the remedies of croditors, and the powers 
of executors or administrators as to real assets, that they must 
necessarily have been made, to conform in all points to English law, 
when that law was in general introduced. It appears incidentally, 
in the evidence before me, that prior to the establishment of the 
Supreme Court, conveyances by lease and release, or other English 
forms, were little, if at all, in use, upon the sales of lands or houses 
from one British subject to another, but a brief note of the sale and 
transfer was used in their stead. It appears, also, that the Pottahs 
were in use among the natives, and regarded by them as the best or 
only muniments of their private titles ; and it may, I think, be fur¬ 
ther collected, that the only written evidence of grants from the 
native sovereigns, to Zemindars , or other proprietors of land, was a 
Pottah in the same form with those since used by the Company’s 
Government, for the same purpose. It seems, therefore, to have 
been a natural, if not a necessary course, by the Company's servants, 
and other British subjects, to use the same means that they found 
to be established, for the granting and transferring lands and houses, 
at what, I conceive to have been, the true era of the tacit introduc¬ 
tion of English law, namely, the first establishment of the Company’s 
settlements in that country, till long after which they had no regular 
Courts, and probably no practitioners of law capable of preparing 
conveyances, in the English form. I humbly conceive, therefore, 
that the Pottah, when it performs the functions of a grant, as in the 
case of common lands, by the Company, may be considered as a suffi¬ 
cient creation, or evidence of title in fee, under that part of the law 
of the place, which was not necessarily superseded or abolished, by 
the introduction of English law, on the principles to which, I have 
already referred. On the whole, the conclusions which I have 
humbly to submit to the Court, in pursuance of the said order of 
reference, are, that the said lots of land and houses being the only 
messuages, lands, tenements, and hereditaments, of which the said 
Hannah Haigh , the testatrix, was in any manner seised, possessed of, 
or entitled to, at the time of the making her Will and Codicil, and of 
her death as aforesaid, did not pass by her said Will or Codicil, and 
that the nature or kind of tenure thereof, was freehold of inheritance. 
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and that the said testatrix was entitled to dower therein, it not 
appearing that she had done any act, to bar or release her right of 
dower, in the real estates of her said second husband, deceased, 
Samuel Oldham , the intestate. And as to the inquiry, whether the 
testatrix, Hannah Haigh , had any other lien, claim, or interest in, or 
to the said freehold hereditaments, or any part thereof, and whether 
they were subject or liable to any, and what debts, charges, or in¬ 
cumbrances affecting the same ; I find that they were subject to all 
the debts, whether simple contract or otherwise, of the said intestate, 
and humbly conceive that if she, the said Hannah Haigh, as his adminis¬ 
tratrix, paid any debts of her said intestate, beyond the amount of any 
personal assets, and any rents or profits of the said real estate, (over 
and above her dower therein,) by her reserved in her lifetime, the 
said defendant Fairlie, as her personal representative, may be entitled 
in equity to stand in the place of the creditors, who were satisfied by 
her out of her own estate, and to be considered as an equitable in¬ 
cumbrancer on the said real estate, or the rents, issues, and profits 
thereof received since her death, but no claim of any such charge or 
incumbrance, or for any debt duo by the said intestate in his lifetime, 
has been brought in before me. And as to the inquiry, who 
was the heir-at-law of the said Samuel Oldham, the Master found 
that in consequence of it appearing before him, that there were no 
descendants of Samuel Oldham, except Elizabeth Smith and Charlotte 
Oldham, who were the daughters and co-heiresses of Thomas Oldham, 
the brother of John Oldham, the father of the intestate Samuel Oldham, 
but which Thomas Oldham was born previous to the marriage of his 
parents, and therefore illigitimate, he was unable to certify who was 
the heir-at-law of the intestate Samuel Oldham, or whether his estate 
of inheritance has escheated from default of heirs of his blood.” 

To this report the plaintiffs filed twenty-five exceptions, compri¬ 
sing a great variety of formal objections to the finding of the Master, 
with a view to prevent conclusions ; the principal objection, however, 
was, as to the nature of the tenure of lands in the East Indies, and 
was comprised in the twenty-fifth exception, which was as fol¬ 
lows : — 

“ For that the said Master, by the said report, has certified as to 
the said lots of land and houses, that the nature or kind of tenure 
of the said lots of land and houses, was freehold of inheritance ; 
whereas, the said Master ought not so to have certified, but ought 
to have reported that the tenure thereof, is of the nature of chattels 
real or personal estate, or else a customary estate by Pottah, the 
custom whereof his such, that on the death of a person possessed 
of lands or houses held thereby, the same, with a right to have 
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a new Poitah thereof granted, passes to, and vests in, his executors, 
or administrators, to be administered as personal estate.” 

In the year 1827, these exceptions were argued before Lord 
Lyndhurst, who at that time was Master of the Rolls, and having 
been promoted to the Seals before pronouncing any decision, the 
parties agreed to take his judgment, as if they had been appealed 
to him. The peculiar circumstances of the case, and the autho¬ 
rities relied on, in the arguments of counsel on either side, are con¬ 
tained in the Master's report, and the commentary of the noble Judge. 


17 November. 


Lord Chancellor : 

This is a case relating to the tenure of land in India, and the 

question is of considerable consequence, as far as it regards the indi¬ 
vidual case ; of great importance in point of principle; and the more 
entitled to consideration, as there appears to have been a difference 
on the subject among the Judges in India. A great body of evidence 
was adduced before me respecting it, and the question was very 
elaborately and ably argued by the counsel on both sides. Having 
fully examined the evidence, and attentively considered the case, I 
will now proceed to state the result. 

There were twenty-five exceptions to the Master’s report. The 
first and fifth related to collateral matter, and after proper explana¬ 
tion at the bar, it was agreed that those exceptions should be waived, 
and that the finding of the Master should not operate prejudicially to 
the parties in the future stages of the case. The other exceptions, 
all but the last, were mere formal objections to prevent conclusions; 
and it was ultimately agreed, that the whole case would turn upon 
the judgment which the Court should pronounce upon the last or 
twenty-fifth exception. 

The question, therefore, is, what, generally speaking, is the nature 
and tenure of land in India ; and, in particular, what is the nature of 
the tenure of those lots of land which formerly belonged to Samuel 
Oldham. The particulars ol the estate of Samuel Oldham , and his 
title, may be stated in a few words : It appears, that one lot of land, 
part of the property, was conveyed to him by deeds of lease and 
release, in the year 1780; the release to him, his heirs, executors, 
and administrators, to hold to him and them, to his and their, own 
use for ever. And there was a covenant on the part of the grantor, 
Andrews, that he was possessed of an indefeasible estate of inheri¬ 
tance in the property. After the lease and the release was executed, 
and the conveyance so far perfected, application was made by the 
grantee, Oldham, to the Collector’s Office, for a Pottah t the particular 
nature and form of which instrument I shall, by-and-by, advert to. 
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The Pottah, upon the production of his title by the deeds, was 
granted to him as a matter of course. 

Another lot of land, one of the three in question, was, in the fol¬ 
lowing year, granted to Samuel Oldham, by the same grantor, An¬ 
drews, by the same form of conveyance ; and two or three years after, 
a third lot of land, which appears to have been, I believe, common 
land, untenanted land, formerly belonging to the East India Com¬ 
pany, and for which a Pottah was granted to a person named Verelst, 
was conveyed, by deeds of lease and release, by Petre to Oldham. 
Petre held that property under a person of the name of Richard John- 
son, who conveyed it to him also by deeds of lease and release ; and, 

I think, it appears that Johnson held directly from Verelst. A Pottah 

was also granted of this land upon the production of the conveyance 
This was the title of Oldham. 

The question, under these circumstances, and according to the law, 
as it applies to India, is, whether Samuel Oldham had an estate of in¬ 
heritance, descendible to his heirs. The first thing to be considered 
is, what was the state of landed property among the natives of India 
when the English settlement was originally established in that 
country ; I am speaking of the district of Calcutta . This is cer¬ 
tainly involved in some obscurity ; but there are two documents, 
which were referred to in the argument, that throw great light on 
the subject, and have contributed to remove almost all doubts from 
my mind with respect to it. 

These documents are, in the first place, the regulations of 1793, 
distinguished by the name of the permanent regulations. I think it 
is to be collected from those regulations, that the proprietors of land 
in India had an absolute ownership and dominion of the soil; that 
the soil was not vested generally in the sovereign ; that the pro¬ 
prietors did not hold at the will of the sovereign ; but held the pro¬ 
perty as their own, with the power of disposing of it absolutely ; and, 
if not disposed of, that it descended to their families. It is liable,' 
indeed, to a tribute to the Government, but it appears that the tribute 
was not fixed, but was increased at the arbitrary will of the Govern¬ 
ment ; and it appears further, that, if the tribute was not paid. Go¬ 
vernment had the power of taking possession of the lands for the 
purpose of obtaining payment. Still, notwithstanding these circum¬ 
stances, and these charges, I think it is impossible to read those 
articles, which were prepared obviously with great caution and con¬ 
sideration, by persons well acquainted with the subject, and possessing 
every means of obtaining the most accurate information on it, and as 
fur back as the year 1793, without coming to the conclusion 
that the Zemindars and Taloo/tdars were owners of the soil, subject 
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only to a tribute, such as I have stated, to Government; and it was 
the object of those regulations of the year I793» to niake that tribute 
which had been considered as dependant in its amount on the will 
of the governing power, fixed and permanent. But I do not rely 
merely on the regulations of 1793 - 1 look / secondly, at another 

series of documents,-—the case submitted to the Sudder Dewanny 
Adawlut, for their opinion,—and the documents which accompany 
that case, and which were laid before me. Looking at those docu¬ 
ments and opinions, which were referred to in the course of the 
argument, and considered as materials on which the parties relied, 
and which were annexed, I think, to the certified opinion of Sir 
Edward Hyde East; and considering, with the best intention in my 
power, these papers, they confirm, most strongly, the opinion I should 
have derived from, the permanent regulations: namely, that the pro¬ 
prietors of the soil had a permanent interest in it at the time when 
the English established themselves.in that settlement. 

The next question is, what is the law, as far as British subjects 
are concerned, now existing in that settlement? Undoubtedly, at 
present, it is the law of England. I think it clear, that those persons 
who there established • themselves, carried with them the English 
law It does not appear, at least it has. not been stated, that the 
English law was established there, lathe first instance, by any procla¬ 
mation or charter ; but it is probable that' the English carried with 
them, and acted upon, the law of England, from the necessity of their 
situation ; bacause the two-systems of law, which at that time existed 

there,-_the Mahomedan and Hindoo laws,—were so blended with 

the particular religions, of the two descriptions of persons, as to 
render it almost impossible for that law to- have been adopted by the 
English settlers. This, however, is. matter rather of speculation, 
than material to this question ; since it appears, by all the charters 
applicable to the state of the law, and by all the Acts of Parliament 
which refer to it, from the year 1.60* down to the present time 
{and I refer particularly to the charter of 172.6), that the English law 
has been considered as the law of the settlement. It has been recog¬ 
nized as such by the competent authority; and we are to consider, as 
far as British subjects are concerned (for it is confined to British 
subjects), that the English law is not only now the law of Calcutta, 
but that it was so from the earliest period of that settlement. 

The next consideration then, is this :—If the native proprietor 

possessed a permanent interest in the soil, taking all the interest th 

native had, would the English law apply itself to that interest ? 
other words, would a permanent interest in land, vested m 
English subject, where the English law prevails, and a permanent 
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interest in the soil gives an entire and absolute dominion and owner- 
ship be governed by English law ? Is it not an estate of inheri¬ 
tance, descending to the heirs? Can it hardly be denied (though, 
in part of the argument, it was, to a degree, controverted), that the 
interest of Oldham in this property was an absolute and permanent 
interest? and the question made, was, whether it passed to one de¬ 
scription of representatives, or to another. If it appears on the evi¬ 
dence to be an absolute ownership, what law is to be applied to it ? 
Those who contend it goes to the personal representatives, in a 
degree apply to it the English law ; because the law as to personal 
representatives is an English law. If, then, we are to apply to it the 
English law : if the absolute ownership of the soil is possessed by the 
party, and the English law is in any shape to be applied to it, the party 
must take a fee-simple, and the property will descend to his heirs 

We now come to consider the evidence ; a body of evidence as 
great as could be collected, for the purpose of application to such a 
subject, has been adduced on the present occasion. There is first 
the evidence of Sir Henry Russell, taken shortly after his return to 
England, when his recollection was fresh and vigorous with respect to 
the state of the law in the country which he had left. He had been for 
many years a Judge in that country ; he had also been for several years 
the Chief Justice of the Supreme Court of Calcutta. There is the evi¬ 
dence of Sir William Burroughs, who was in that country, engaged in the 
profession of the law m different shapes, for a period of more than 
twenty years about half of the period as a barrister, I believe as Ad¬ 
vocate-General, and the remainder as one of the Judees of c 
Court. There is the opinion of Sir Hy^f 

evidence but delivered in the shape of a form^ tdgmenTofthe 
Court (and, perhaps, therefore, entitled to more weight than if it w„ r ! 
in the shape of evidence), directly applicable to tlfe Lb"c T e e 
is the evidence of Sir Anthony Bullet, one of the Judges of the Sunremf 
Court, presented in the same way. There is .he evidence of the Tef 
teaming Judge, Sir Brand. Macnaughlon, which does not appear to 
me so much to differ with respect to the material facts of the case ‘s 

the office of Advocate-General :; ^ 

cate General, and «as in a more extensive practice, perhaps than 

Thf: ~r 

CoUbroohe ; and a great variety of other individuals whom if f 
necessary particularly to name. Now, as to the result of 1 “ b ™‘ 
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of evidence, what are the facts established by it ? 1 think it beyond 
all doubt, that property of this description has, from the period of 
the year 1774 (the date of the Charter of Justice), been constantly 
conveyed by deeds of lease and release, in the form in which Oldham 
took the property in question. It is proved also, and by one of the 
officers of the Court, that, of land of this description, fines are levied. 
It is proved by all these persons, that it has been the constant course 
of the Supreme Court of Calcutta , when ejectments are brought by 
the heir-at-law, on establishing the possession and title of the 
ancestor, and proving the claimant is the heir-at-law, in such eject¬ 
ments, the heir has always recovered. It was asked, in the course of 
the argument, whether any case could be named. It is stated by 
these witnesses, as a circumstance of constant occurrence, and, there¬ 
fore, it is not very easy immediately to name a particular case, be¬ 
cause being a thing of constant occurrence, there would be no 
motive for recollecting one; but it happens that, in the judgment ot 
Sir Edward Hyde East , he does incidentally name a case, that of Uoe t 
on the demise of Gasper v. Doss, in which the heir-at-law ( an Af¬ 
rican) recovered property, in an action of ejectment, under 

Ci There an a C re ‘^''‘otle^drcu^ances to which these witnesses 

speak, tending^ “rtU ! X^«y f h C .s U’wlyi r been«ea y ted itT^-vTas 
to the P res ^" descendible to the heir-at-law ; they not only state the 
real P^P^J' referred, and other facts which might also be 

facts to 'vh 1C ^ state it as the result of their experience, of their 

d/e'ofthelawof the country, and their inquiry into it; as 
k OW re S un Of their long practice, and of their observations of the 
* Mkmsof the Courts in which they themselves have been partakers 
r rmrs that property of this description had always been con- 
an / a dT' al property, descendible to the heir. But, further than 
S ^ Cr f we refer to the Charter of Justice in the year 1774 , granted 
bv the Crown, we find, in the language of it, a distinction expressly 
a and in terms, between personal and real property. It has, I 

iTnT’beeo s^by one of the iearned Judgee to whom I have re¬ 
ferred or it has been glanced at, that that may be satisfied, by con- 
Sdering this property as a chattel real ; but, looking farther into the 
charter 8 it will be found that this explanation will not avail, because 
the Courts have jurisdiction expressly, and m terms, m all actm » 
and STs real, personal, and mixed; a recognition, therefore 1* 

the Crown (the highest authority), that real 
country, according to the meaning of that term as used 

England. 
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But the case does not rest here. We may refer to express decisions 
on the subject ; decisions of that tribunal most competent from its 
peculiar situation, to form a correct judgment on the subject • ’ I mean 

the Supreme Court of Calcutta itself. As far back as the year .78; 

thus case came directly for decision before the Court. The question 

mm, 7 h° n t w „ eXeCUtion of a W ‘“ ° r » person named William 
W.ffi,y that Wilt was attested only by two witnesses, and the 

r, s :°d"; v : s -" H her “„ pa !, sed a rcai estate - t »o c ° urt ^cided 

that it did not; and, ,n deciding that question, they, in the first 
!he kwlf R C ' d . ed ,‘7' th a properly was real property, according to 

the law of England, descend,ble to the heir. And they also decided, 

for that was necessary in thc view which two cf the Judges of the 

T ° c 0k ’ t iat the Statute of frauds extended to India The third 
Judge, Sir WUlia,n Jonos, did not think it necessary ,0 decide this 

to ,h° ' because of the °P ,ni ° n "'hich he had formed witli respect 

with C °" StrUC ‘ ,0n of the Wil > i'^lf I but as to the genera! question 
with regard to the nature of the property, he entirely agreed with the' 

the T r C qUestion came a S a * n before the same Court in 
the case of Joseph v. Ronald; it was then very elaborately argued 

Wet 0011 ",,' f ‘ he d ' ITor ' !nco of option entertained on the bfnch’ 
We have before us the judgment of the Chief Justice and also the 

judgment of Sir A,u„ony Bulk,, and wo have he udgm nt . nr T 

firmed ll aUth ° ri,y ' ° f "‘ e ‘"ird Judge. rLt^dgmentTn-' 

Cou t 1 ? r'T S decision - not by the unanimous voice of the 
Court, but by the voice of the Chief Justice and of Sir 

H«lUr ; the other Judge, Sir Frauds Macnaughton, dissented l ave 
read through the reasons assigned for his judgment they are «” 

unsatisfactory to my mind, and I must say, I concur in the view taken 
by the majority of the Court. kC11 

This, then is the case as it presents itself in one view of it But 

is argued that these are estates held by Poltah ; that the Poltah is 

."ve'n" "re' iTd ^ Ca " n0t C ° nVCy an ° State ° f '"beritanc^ th.;: 

on,y a 

i7/r r p :z 
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cause in an Act which authorizes Parliament, upon a three years’ 
notice, at a given period, to put an end to the exclusive trade of the 
East India Company, and to their territorial dominion in India, in 
that very Act there is a proviso, that it shall not affect their corporate 
character: that character will continue, and they may, as before, carry 
on trade, though not exclusively. It appears to me, therefore, that 
this argument is entirely destitute of foundation. 

Then, as to the Pottah , it may be material to read the language of 
it, and then to see what the evidence is, as applied to these 
instruments. It appears that upon the transfer of possession, 
or rather of title, upon a conveyance, for instance, by a for¬ 
mer owner, by deeds of lease and release, to a new proprietor, 
he, carrying his title deeds to the collector, obtains a new Pottah , as 
a matter of right ; the collector cannot refuse it; the proprietor can 
insist upon it. In the same manner the heir-at-law, going before the 
collector, and satisfying him that he is the heir, is entitled to the 
Pottak. There is a rent, as it is said, according to the translation, 
payable on these Poliaks. I think it quite clear that rent is a tribute 
or jumma : and Sir Edw. Hyde East, in his judgment, refers to a docu¬ 
ment, by which it is put, I think, beyond all doubt that it is the 
jumma which was fixed by the regulations of the year 1793 * If part 
of the estate should be alienated, then this rent, or jumma, or tribute, 
is apportioned between the two proprietors. This Pottah, it may be 
remarked, is issued by the collector ; he is the officer of the Govern¬ 
ment, and it appears upon the very face of it, that it was nothing 
more than a fiscal regulation, introduced for the purpose of collecting 
the tribute to which the land is subject. Sir Henry Russell is dis¬ 
tinctly examined with regard to it; he says, that in establishing a 
title to land in a Court of Justice, the Pottah is not necessary ; it fre¬ 
quently happens that after the title-deeds are produced and proved, 
the Pottah also is produced, but he has known instances where the 
Pottah has not been produced, and the parties have recovered; and 
he does not consider, and it never was considered while he was a 
Judge, that it was necessary to produce the Pottah. The Pottah , 
therefore, forms no part of the title ; it is the conveyance that gives 
parties a right to claim the Pottah ; and by having the latter, the 
amount of the sum payable to the Government is ascertained, and 

future doubt prevented. 

But it was said, in this particular case, as to one of the portions of 
land, that it was common land, granted by the East India Company, 
and that there was no deed of conveyance, the Pottah being the only 
conveyance. Sir Edward East, in his judgment, says, he knows it 
has been the practice of the Company, in small grants of land, to 
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direct the collector to issue the Pottah, without making a conveyance. 
In this particular instance, whatever the East India Company may 
have, the grantee, or rather the person who took from the grantee 
(for there is no evidence of any deed from Verelst, to whom the 
Pottah was in the first instance granted), Johnson, who took from 
Verelst , conveyed by deeds of lease and release to Petre, and Petre 
conveyed, ultimately (for there was first a deed-poll), by lease and 
release to Oldham, in the same form as the deeds of lease and rclcaso 
to which I have before adverted. What, then, docs the case come to, 
supposing no deed has been executed by the East India Company, 
who were the proprietors of the land in their corporal capacity, and 
not as rulers of the country ? Does it come to any thing, except a 
possible defect in the title, namely, that a proper deed was not ex¬ 
ecuted by the first grantor ? But that does not at all affect the ques¬ 
tion we are now considering. That the East India Company, when 
they convey these small portions of land in the way I have stated, 
without executing deeds of lease and release, or any conveyance 
beside authorizing the collector to issue the Pottah, consider they are 
conveying the absolute property in the soil, is quite clear from the 
evidence. Sir Edward Colebrooke speaks to this effect. And then 
is the circumstance of a man’s taking land of this description in this 
way, from a confidence in the East India Company, for the purpose 
of building, in which large sums of money are laid out, which never 
would be expended but upon the assumption that the parly had a 
permanent interest in the soil—is this, I say, to prejudice him ? 
Nay, more, it has in several instances occurred, that the East India 
Company, after making grants of this description, have been desirous 
of having the land again, for raising public works, and they have 
purchased it back from those who were considered the owners of the 
soil, at a very large price. It appears to me, therefore, that nothing 
turns upon the distinction attempted to be taken between this third 
portion of land and the other portions. 

I omitted to state (what has been called to my recollection by seeing 
a gentleman now in Court) that the question respecting the nature of 
this property has been decided here in England, in a case of Gardiner 
v. Fell, which was cited in argument at the bar, and which was 
decided in the year 1785. In that case, the very point was raised in 
this Court, with regard to an estate in Calcutta, called Barrisaul 
Estate. The owner of that cstato devised it by Will, attested only 

by two witnesses ; the case came on before Sir William Grant, when 

Master of the Rolls : it was referred to the Master to inquire into the 
law of India in that respect ; he had evidence before him upon it, 
and he reported that the estate was a fee-simple of inheritance, and 


348 


CASES IN THE PRIVY COUNCIL. 



V. 

Fair lie. 


would not pass unless the Will was attested by three witnesses. In 
another case of Cotnytis v. Fletcher , the parties who were interested 
in disputing the fact acceded to it ; and, supposing the property had 
escheated, presented a memorial to the Crown, praying that it might 
be conveyed to them, subject to the trusts of the Will. It is true a 
case was cited at the bar, of a contrary effect,—I mean the case of 
Short v. Cove. That was also referred to the Master, who came to 
an opposite conclusion, for he found that it was personal estate ; and 
that report was confirmed. But, looking at the order, it was con¬ 
firmed, as I conceive, by consent. And that case was decided on 
the very testimony of one of the witnesses in this cause. Sir William 
Diinkin, a person ce r tainly, from his situation, competent to have 
formed * a correct judgment on the subject; yet, in looking at his 
evidence as reported by the Master, it not only is in direct opposition 
to the whole body of evidence laid before me in this case, but is in 
direct opposition to that about which there can be no roistake^the 
decisions of the Courts in India ; and therefore, I believe the Master 
in the present case, placed very little reliance on the testimony of Sir 

William Dutihin. 

The other point that has been insisted upon, and on which, a great 
part of the argument turned, was, that this property is assets in the 
hands of executors or administrators, for payment of the testator’s 
debts by simple contract. I confess I never myself, felt the weight 
of that argument. Suppose an Act of Parliament were to pass, similar 
to that which passed during the last session, with reference to India; 
suppose a similar Act were to pass with respect to land in England, 

_it would render real property assets for the purpose of paying the 

simple contract debts of the testator or intestate, but it would not 
alter the tenure of the land ; the land would still be inheritable-* 
still would descend to the heir-at-law; I do not therefore perce,ve 
the force of the observation ; if it were introduced by competent au¬ 
thority it would be a charge or a liability, engrafted or imposed on 
the real estate, to which, otherwise, it would not be subject; in what 
way it was introduced, does not, I think, very distinctly appear. I 
must own I am not (and I agree with the Master in this r«pect) 
perfectly satisfied with the arguments of the Chief Justice, Sir Edward 
Fast, in which he refers this wholly to the charter. I think it not 
improbable that it crept in at a very early period, when the law was 
not much attended to in that country ; it got established by use ; it 
was continued as being found convenient; and perhaps it has no 
le«al origin ; it now has, however, the sanction and authority of an 
Act of Parliament. If it had a legal origin, it appears to me that it 
would not affect the decision of this question ; if it had not a lega 
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origin, still less would it affect it ; the only way in which it can be 
used at all, is as an argument, that it being an incident to personal 
property, to be applicable to the payment of debts, this should be 
considered personal property ; but as an argument standing alone, I 
think it weighs very little in opposition to the weight of argument 
and evidence on the other side; and therefore, considering every 
part of this case, and judging, after the best attention I am able to 
give it, I agree entirely with the Master in thinking this is to be con¬ 
sidered as freehold of inheritance, as real property according to the 
law of England, and not as real chattel, or as personal chattel ; nor 
is it to be considered as estate held by Pottah, subject to those regu¬ 
lations mentioned in the exception, but, conformably with the finding 
of the Master, it is freehold of inheritance according to the accepta¬ 
tion of those terms by the law of England. The report must therefore 
be confirmed. 
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Madiio Row Chinto Punt Golay,t 

(and, after his death, his brother,) V Appellant, 

Eswunt Row Ciiinto Punt ...) 

v. 

Bmookun-das Boolaki-das ... Respondent * 

Oil Appeal from the Sadder Dewanny A daw hit of 

Bombay . 


This was an appeal from a decree of the Sudder 
Adawlut of Bombay , whereby a previous decree of the 
Zillah Court of Surat , in favour of the respondent 
(the plaintiff in the original suit), was affirmed. 

The suit wherein these decrees were pronounced 
was instituted by the respondent in the Zillah Court 
of Surat on the 22nd of May 1822, against Madho 
Row Chinto Punt Golay and Kundoo Bucha-jce , his al- 
legcd gomashtah or agent, to recover from them the 
sum of rupees 2,999, of which sum rupees 1,900 was 
the amount of two hoondics or bills of exchange, which 
had been indorsed by Kundoo Bucha-jec in the name of 
Chinto Punt , the deceased father of the defendant, 

0 Present : Members of the Judicial Committee ,—Lord Brougham, 

Mr. Baron Parke, Sir John Nicholl, and the Chief Judge in the Court 
of Bankruptcy. 

Privy Councillors, Assessors, the Right Hon. Sir Edward Hyde 
East, Bart., and the Right Hon. Sir Alexander Johnston. 

ought to Have been produced of the authority to act 

and their Lordships not being satisfied with the evidence 

Courts below, reversed the decrees of both the Zillah and 
wit n 


8 February 

• 1837. 

A party resi¬ 
dent at Ba- 
roda indorsed 
two hoondics , 
or bills of ex¬ 
change, in the 
name of a firm 
carrying on 

thebusinessof 

banking at 
Burnt, alleg¬ 
ing himself 
to be the go- 
mash t ah or 
agent of the 
firm, and af¬ 
terwards, on 
the bills being 
dishonoured, 
absconded. 
Held that in 
order to fix 
the firm at 
Burnt with the 
amount of the 
bills, clear 
evidence 
as gomashtah, 
admitted in the 
Sudder Court 
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Madho Row 
Chinto Punt 
Golay 


v. 

Bhookun-das 

Boolaki-das. 


Madho Row, in favour of the respondent’s firm, Tapi’ 
das Bhookun-das , for valuable consideration : the resi¬ 
due of the sum laid in the plaint was for premium, 
interest, and loss incurred by the dishonour of the bills. 

The two hoondies, both of which were produced in 
evidence, were respectively dated the 2nd of Magh~ 
sood 1872 (2nd January 1815-16), and were drawn 
by Roop Chund Deo Chund at Baroda upon Hurree 
'Curran of jP oona, in favour of Madho Row*s father, 
the said Chinto Punt, and were sold and indorsed in 
the name of Chinto Punt, the drawee, to Tapi-das 
Bhookun-das, the respondent’s son, who carried on the 

respondent’s business at Baroda. 

The defendant, Madho Row Chinto Punt Golay , was 
the son and h ek to Chinto Punt , who was deceased, 
and having come to reside in Sural, rendered himself 
amenable to the jurisdiction of the Zillah Court. 

The respondent (the plaintiff in the original action) 
alleged, that Kundoo Bucha-jee , the second defendant, 
•as the gomashtah, or agent of the firm of Chinto Punt 
of Baroda , had purchased the bills from Roop Chund, 
and sold them to the respondent’s firm at Baroda j 
that on the bills being dishonoured, application was 
made to KWndoo Bucha-jee to pay the amount, and the 
expenses which had been incurred, which he promised 

to do, but afterwards absconded. 

In the course of the proceedings in the Zillah Court 
an objection was taken by the defendant, Madho Row 
Chinto Punt Golay , to the competency of the Zillah 
Court, in point of jurisdiction, to entertain the suit, on 
the ground that the transaction took place at Baroda, 
which is situate beyond the local limits of the Zillah 
Court’s jurisdiction, and is within the territory of the 
■Guicowar government, and also because the defendant 
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was himself a subject of that government: and before 
the evidence was gone into, and pending the suit, at 
Surat, he presented a petition to the Guicowar govern¬ 
ment to make inquiries into the case. That govern¬ 
ment directed four bankers at Baroda to ascertain 
what transactions Kundoo Buclia-jcc had with the re¬ 
spondent. After an examination of the respondent’s 
gomashtah at Baroda, and of Roop Ghund Deo Chund , 
the drawer of the bills in question, and also an in¬ 
spection of the books of Moosur Ncela , who appeared 
to have been a partner with Kundoo Buclia-jcc, these 
bankers came to the conclusion that no claim of the 
respondent was established against Chinto Punt. A 
newad-patra , or order in the nature of an injunction, 
was in conformity with this decision of the bankers, 
granted by the Guicowar's government to Mad ho Row 
Chinto Punt Golay, to prevent the respondent from 
thereafter making any claim either against him or 
Kundoo Bucha-jcc. 

Kundoo Bucha-jec having absconded, the suit was 
prosecuted against the defendant, Mad ho Row Chinto 
Punt Golay, alone. By his answer he tendered two 
issues, namely, that Kundoo Bucha-jcc was not the 
gomashtah or agent of his father, Chinto Punt, and that 
Chinto Punt had not any banking transactions at Baroda. 

The evidence adduced by the respondent, (the plain¬ 
tiff in the Zillah Court,) was, first, the two bills upon 
which the claim was founded: secondly, a written 
statement, addressed by the bankers and merchants of 
Baroda to the bankers and merchants of Surat, and 
bearing twenty-eight signatures, the purport of which 
was, that the bankers, signing the statement, had ex¬ 
amined the books of account of various merchants, 
and that it appeared that Kundoo Bucha-jee transacted 
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Madho Row 
^Chinto Punt 
Golay 


V. 

Bhookun-das 

-Boolaki-das. 


business in the name of Chinto Punt; also, that the 
amount of the bills was credited to Chinto Punt in the 
books of Gopal Row , by the orders of the respondent's 
firm ; and that the amount of the bills was debited in 
the books of Roop Chund (the drawer) to Chinto Punt; 
which proved that Kundoo Bucha-jee was his servant: 
thirdly, the plaintiff also examined, at Surat, three 
witnesses; two of whom being the agents and ma¬ 
nagers of two several firms at Surat, verified the sig¬ 
natures of the agents at Baroda , of the same firms, to 
the written statement of the bankers and merchants of 
Baroda. The third, who was the manager of a firm 
carrying on business at Surat , verified the signature 
to the written statement of the gomashtah who con¬ 
ducted the business of the same firm at Baroda. 

As, upon the points, whether Chinto Punt for¬ 
merly carried on the business at Baroda, and whether 
Kttndoo Bucha-jee was the 
house, the fullest and most complete information could 
only be obtained at Baroda * the Zillah Court trans¬ 
mitted to the resident at Baroda certain questions, 
upon which several bankers or merchants, at Baroda , 
were to be examined upon oath. 

The return made by the resident at Baroda to the 
commission for an examination of witnesses, consisted 
of the evidence of five persons, who were merchants, 
or the managers of different firms carrying on business 
at Baroda. Of these witnesses, three deposed to 
transactions in business having been carried on by 
Kundoo Bucha-jee , on behalf of Chinto Punt, at Ba¬ 
roda ; but the effect of their evidence left it doubtful, 
whether Chinto Punt had any shop or actual house of 
business at Baroda. Another of the witnesses nega¬ 
tived the existence of a house of business at all at 


gomashtah or agent of the 
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Baroda belonging to Chinto Punt. Two witnesses, 
(Roop Chund and Gopal Rozv,) were however produced 
by the plaintiff to establish the liability of Chinto Punt 
and his son and heir, the defendant, Madho Row 
Chinto Punt Golay, upon the bills in question. 

Roop Chund stated that he had had transactions 
with Chinto Punt, which were carried on by Kundoo 
Bucha-jee as his agent, and in his name ; and he pro¬ 
duced a copy of an account-current, headed,“Cr. Ac¬ 
count current with Chinto Punt Golay . Dr./’ which 
contend a debit to Chinto Punt of the bills on which, 
the plaintiff sued. He also deposed, that the bills 
were given by him to Kundoo Bucha-jee , on the behalf 
and as the karkoon* of Chinto Punt . 

Oopal Row , the other witness, stated that he had 
transacted business with Kundoo Bucha-jee as the clerk, 
and on the account of Chinto Punt ; but neither this 
witness nor Roop Chund stated distinctly that such 
transactions with Kundoo were on behalf of Chinto 
Punt ; and he produced a copy of an account between 
himself and Chinto Punt ; by which the witness had 
charged himself with various sums as received on be¬ 
half of Chinto Punt , in whose favour there was an 
ultimate balance of rupees 800. 

Before the suit was ripe for judgment in the Zillah 
Court, Madho Row Chinto Punt Golay , the original 
defendant, died, and Eswunt Row Chinto Punt (the 
present appellant) was admitted, as his heir and re¬ 
presentative, to defend the suit. 

On the 4th February 1826, the Zillah Court of 
Surat, upon the evidence which had been taken, pro¬ 
nounced a decree in favour of the respondent for the 
amount of his demand, with interest and costs. 
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Boolaki-das. 


' J Transactor of business. 
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The appellant appealed from this decree to the Sud' 
der Adawlut at Bombay; but that Court, on the 24th 
of August 1826, affirmed the decree of the Zillah 
Court, with interest and costs. 

The appellant subsequently appealed to His Majesty 
in Council, submitting the following reasons :— 

I. Because there was no evidence before the Court 
at Surat of any connection between the appellant's 
brother, Madhu Row Chinto Punt , or the appellant, 
with Kundoo Bucha-jee, or of any liability of either of 
them in respect of the bills in question. 

II. Because the non-liability of the respondent's 
brother, in respect of those bills, had been established 
by the decree of a competent Court at Baroda \ where 
the whole of the transactions which gave rise to this 

suit were alleged to have taken place. 

The respondent, on the other hand, submitted that 
the appeal ought to be dismissed, and the decree below 

affirmed, for the following reasons : 

I. Because it was clearly shown, by the evidence, 
that Kundoo Buchajee was the gomashtah and general 
agent of Chinto Punt , and the endorsement of .the 
bills, in the name of Chinto Punt, was an act falling 
within the scope of the general authority with which 
Kundoo Bucha-jee was invested. 

II. Because the bills in question having been pur¬ 
chased for Chinto Punt , and he having received the 
money produced by the sale of them to the respon¬ 
dent’s firm, it must be presumed that Kundoo Bucha- 
jee had a particular and special authority to endorse 
these bills in the name of his principal, Chinto Punt , 


Mr. Miller , K. C. 

the appellant. 


and Mr. Wig ram, K. C., tor 
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Mr. Serjeant Spankic , and Mr. E, J. Lloyd , for 
the respondent. 

Lord Brougham : 

Their Lordships are of opinion that the respondent, 
the plaintiff in the Zillah Court, has not made out his 
case. There was no proof that Kundoo Bucha-jcc was 
the gomashtah , cr had any authority to act as the agent, 
of Chinto Punt ; nor was there sufficent evidence to fix 
the defendant with the amount of the bills in question. 
The judgment of both Courts must, therefore, be re¬ 
versed. The costs in the Zillah Court, and of the pre¬ 
sent appeal, to be paid by respondent ; but, respec¬ 
ting those of the Sudder Dewanny, we make no order, 
as the respondent there was supporting the judgment 
he had obtained. 



Madho Row 
Cminto Punt 
Golay 


v. 

Bhookun-das 

Boolaki-das. 


U58 ; 


CASES IN THE PRIVY COUNCIL. 


IO February 

Leave given 
to restore an 
appeal dis¬ 
missed for 
want of 
prosecution, 
the Court 
below having 
consolidated 
it with an¬ 
other appeal 
in the same 
cause, which 
Was still 
pending. 


Surroopchunder Sircar Chowdry, Appellant ,, 

V. 

Ramrutton Mullick ... ... Respondent .* 

On Appeal from the Supreme Court at Fort William , in 

Bengal. 

This was a motion for the restoration of an appeal, 
dismissed for want of prosecution. Previous to the 
year 1823, Chowdry and Mullick were engaged in part¬ 
nership together, in certain speculations in salt; when, 
disputes arising between them, the appellant, in the 
month of April in that year, filed a bill, in the equity 
side of the Supreme Court, against the respondent, 
for an account of the partnership dealings, and certain 
declarations respecting their several liabilities. 

In January , of the following year, the respondent* 
filed a cross bill, in the same court, against the appel¬ 
lant, for discovery, and to make him liable in respect 
of some of the transactions he sought, by the original 
bill, to fix the respondent with.- 

Both causes were heard in February 1827, when 
Chowdry , the plaintiff) in the^ original cause, was de¬ 
clared equally interested and liable with Midlick, the 
defendant, in all the transactions in question : being 
dissatisfied with this decision, the appellant petitioned 

0 Present:: Members of the Judicial Committee, —Mr. Justice 
Vaughan, Mr. Baron Parke, Mr. Justice Bosanquet, and the Chief 
Judge of the Court of Bankruptcy. 

Privy Councillors,— Assessors, The Right Hon. Sir Edward Hyde- 
East, Bart., and the Bight Hon. Sir Alexander Johnston. 
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for a rehearing, and that certain variations might be 
made in the decree, or that the Court would direct 
issues to be tried, with a view to settle the question of 
his liabilities. 

In accordance with this petition, the causes were 
reheard in March of the same year, and issues directed, 
as prayed, which were tried on the r6th June 1828, 
when verdicts were found for the defendant, Mul- 
lick. 

The plaintiff, Chowdry, conceiving himself aggrieved, 
and prejudiced by these findings and verdicts, pre¬ 
sented a petition of appeal against them on the 15th 
of December 1828, which, by an order of the same 
date, was directed to be received and filed. 

The causes having been set down, upon further di¬ 
rections, came on for hearing on nth September 1828, 
when the Court decreed, as before, for the joint liabi¬ 
lity of the appellant, and referred it to the master to 
take the account of the partnership transactions, on the 
footing of such interests. 

On the 22nd of January 1829, the Court varied the 
minutes of the last-mentioned decree, by adding that 
the appellant was a party to an agreement entered into 
by the respondent with the Government, upon the 
abandonment of certain purchases of salt, and de¬ 
clared his liability thereon. 

This decree was passed on the 14th February 1829. 
On the 21st of July following, the appellant presented 
his petition of appeal against this decree, which, on 
the 25th of January 1830, was ordered to be received 
and filed. No steps were taken by the appellant upon 
this order, nor did the respondent petition for its dis¬ 
charge ; but all proceedings in the cause were stayed 
under it, and so remained until July 1834, when the 
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l8 37 - respondent obtained an order for leave, upon payment 
Chowdry of costs, to file a charge with the Master, who was 
Mullick directed to take the accounts as decreed by the order 

of the nth September 1828. 

On the 2nd of September 1834, the appellant ob¬ 
tained an order for the allowance of his appeal of the 
25th of January 1830; and on the 1st of September 
1835, the Supreme Court made an order upon the 
petition of the appellant, for the consolidation of the 
two appeals of the 15th of December 1828, and the 

2nd September 1834* 

In pursuance of this order, transcripts of the pro¬ 
ceedings were obtained by the appellant, and forwarded 

to England. 

In the month of March .836, the respondent pre- 
seated a petition to His Majesty in Council, paying 
that the appeal against the decree of the 14th Febru¬ 
ary 1829, might be dismissed for want of prosecution, 
a year and a day, the period limited for prosecut.ng 
appeals, having expired, without the appellant taking 
any steps therein; and accordingly an order was made 
on the 29th June following, dismissing that appeal, 

with costs. ,, t . , , 

On the rst September 1836, the appellant lodged 

his petition to the King in Council, for the reception 
of the consolidated appeals, which had been allowed, 
as before mentioned, by the Supreme Court, on the 
Ist September 1835. 

In the month of October the appellant heard of. 
the dismissal of his first appeal, and immediately 
presented a petition to have it restored, setting forth 
the circumstances above stated, and praying that 
the order of the 29th June might be rescinded, and 
the consolidated appeals admitted. 
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The petition was supported by the affidavit of the 
appellant's agent in this country, 

Mr. Serjeant Spankie , and Mr. Robinson, for the 
appellant, 


i S 3 7. 


Chowdry 

7 '. 1 

Mui.uck. 


Now moved to restore the appeal, insisting that the 
various proceedings in the Court below had been 
strictly regular; and that the leave given, on the 1st 
September 1835, to consolidate the appeal allowed on 
the 15th December 1828 with that of the 2nd September 
1834, was consistent with the provisions of the Char¬ 
ter of 1774, and the Regulations;* which require that 
appeals shall be preferred within six months, but do 
not limit the time for perfecting the securities. They 
urged, also, that the dismissal of the appeal from the 
decree of 1828, was a surprise, and ought not to have 
been applied for without notice, 

Mr. Pemberton , K.C., aud Mr. G, Richards, for 
the respondent, 

Objected to the appeal of 1828 j which being against 
the finding of a jury upon issues, ought not to have 
been allowed at all ; but, at all events, not having 
been prosecuted for seven years, was virtually aban¬ 
doned, and could not be revived by the order for con¬ 
solidating the two appeals. 

Mr. Baron Parke : 

We think that the appellant is entitled to be let in to 
appeal. The rule of this Court is, that a party ap- 

° See 13 Geo. Ill, c. 63; 21 Geo. Ill, c. 70 ; and Reg. XVI, 
A. D. 1797, sec. 2. 
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Chowdry 


V. 

Mullick. 


pealing from an order or decree of the Coart below, 
must present his petition of appeal to the King in 
Council within a year and a day. This he has, in 
fact, done: for the consolidated appeals were allowed 
on the ist September 1835; and, on the 1st September 
1836, the petition of appeal to the King in Council, 
for the reception of the appeals, was lodged, that is 
within the prescribed period. The appellant is, there¬ 
fore, entitled to be let in; but it must be upon the 
terms of his paying the costs. 
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Moofti Mohummud Ubdoollah 

another 

V. 

Baboo Mootechund 

On Appeal from the Suddcr Dewanny Adawlut of 

Bengal, 

This was a motion for the consolidation of two Ap¬ 
peals, under the following circumstances. On the 
24th Nove?nbcr 1818, the respondent, Baboo Mootechund, 
filed two separate plaints in the Provincial Court of the 
province of Bareilly, against the appellants. The first 
suit, which was numbered 152 in the list, was in¬ 
stituted to recover the sum of rupees 19,046. 3. 3. from 
the appellant Moofti Mohummud Ubdoollah, and one Mo- 
hummud Hubeeb-oodL-decn , the amount of an alleged 
balance of account for the year 1214 Fusly (A. D. 
1806-7). The second, which was numbered 153, was 
instituted against the appellant Ubdoollah alone, to re¬ 
cover the further sum of rupees 15,430, alleged to 
be due on a similar account, but exclusive of the sum 
claimed in the first suit. 

The appellant, Ubdoollah, alone appeared to both 
these actions, and having put in his answers, and evi¬ 
dence produced, both suits were heard on the 2nd 
October 1820, and two several decrees made, dismiss¬ 
ing the claim of the respondent in either suit with 

costs. 

The respondent appealed in both suits to the 
Sudder Dewanny of Bengal, and additional evidence 


and ^Appcllanls, 


... RespoJidcnt. 


10 February 

1837^ 

Two suits 
having been 
brought for 
sums due on 
the same ac¬ 
count, each 
of which was 
under 50,000 
rupees, or 
^5,000, held 
that such 
suits could 
not be con¬ 
solidated for 
the purpose 
of appeal, 
though the 
original sever¬ 
ance of them 
was contrary 
to the plain, 
tiff’s instruc¬ 
tions, and the 
aggregate 
amount of 
both exceed¬ 
ed that 
amount. 
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Moofti 
Mohummud 
Ubdoollah 
and another 


v. 

Baboo Moo- 
techund. 


having been produced, the appeals, which were num¬ 
bered 2,106 and 2,107, were heard separately on the 
23rd August 1823, when that Court reversed the 
judgments of the Provincial Court, and decreed the 
payment by the appellant of the sums respectively 
claimed by him. 

The aggregate amount of the sums, with interest, as 
decreed from the date of the institution of the suits, 
to the period of their decision, amounted to the sum 
of rupees 54,126 and upwards* 

On the 22nd November 1823, the appellants presented 
a petition to the Sudder Court, praying that the two 
causes might be re-heard, or that an appeal might be 
admitted to the King in Council, on the ground that 
they constituted one and the same cause of action, 
though split into separate demands, and comprised a 
sum in the aggregate exceeding rupees 50,000, (or 
£5,000,) the amount required by the Act of Par¬ 
liament and the existing Regulations,* to entitle them 
to appeal to England* 

On the 27th November 1823, the petition came on 
before the second judge, (Mr. Courtney ,) when he ob¬ 
served, that it appearing from Mootechund , the original 
plaintiff's own statement, that the demand in either 
suit arose out of the same transaction, and that his 
vakeel had, contrary to his instructions, converted 
what was intended for one suit into two, which, though 
severed, were heard, and decrees made in both Courts 
at the same time; and that, as the aggregate amount 
of the two exceeded the sum required by the Regu¬ 
lations for allowing an appeal; he was of opinion that 

o 21 Geo. Ill, c. 70, s. 21. Reg. 16, A. D. 1797, sec. 2 & 3 . 
since repealed by 3 and 4 IV. IV, c. 41, and the order in Couucil of 
10th April 1838. Post Appendix. 
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the suits were appealable, and that such appeal should 
be permitted by the Court. This opinion having been 
subsequently confirmed by the third Judge, (Mr. 
Shakespeare,) the securities were perfected, and the ap¬ 
peal transmitted to England. 

The appellants now presented their petition to His 
Majesty, praying that the above two causes might be 
consolidated, and for permission to prosecute the same. 


1837. 



MOO FT I 

Moiium mud 
Ubdoollah 
and another 


v. 

Baboo Moo. 

TliCHUND. 


Mr. Miller , K.C., Mr. Wigratn , K.C., and Mr. 
Jackson , for the appellants. 


Mr. Serjeant Sfian/tie, and Mr. E. J % Lloyd , for. 
the respondent 


Mr. Baron Parke : 

In this case there are two distinct causes, and two 
separate judgments in both the Courts below ; during 
the proceedings either in the Provincial Court of Ba¬ 
reilly or the Sudder Court of Bengal, these suits were 
never consolidated, but were all along treated as sepa¬ 
rate and distinct actions:—How then can the Court 
below say that they shall be consolidated for the pur¬ 
pose of the appeal ? The Act 21 Geo. Ill, c. 70, is con¬ 
clusive. If the Court could consolidate these suits for 
the purpose of the appeal, by the same rule any num¬ 
ber of suits might be consolidated if they represented 
the same matter. That is contrary to the words as 
well as the intention of the Act of Parliament. All 
their Lordships are of opinion that the application 

cannot be entertained, and the petition must therefore 
be dismissed with costs. 
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0 OMUN- Sing, Joobb>a, Lal, 

Lal, and Durp Narain 

v. 

Kasee Ram and Toolsee Ram ... Respondents* 

On Appeal from the Sudder Dewanny Adawlut of 

Bengal. 


Ba,ch 00 \Apj,ellaniSi 


This was a suit commenced by the respondents, to 
compel contribution towards the payment of certain 
debt9 which had been discharged by Madho Ram, their 
father. The claim was founded upon the obligation 
of the different parties, as members of an undivided 
Hindoo family, and the, owners of property belong¬ 
ing to itand; upon, oertarn agreements entered into 
by the parties] themselves. 

Dherun Sing,, t'he ancestor of all the parties in the 
suit, was the. father of five sons : Dundial Sing , Madho 
Ram, D'omun> Sing\ Kurtar Ram, and Durriow Stngi 
He had, in conjunction with his two brothers, Mu?isha 
Ram aneb Shewun Sing+ acquired zemindary property 
in, several, villages in. the zillah of Sarun, which were 
registered; at the collector's office in. the names of 

Shezvun Sing and Dundial Sing. 

In the Rusly year 1196 (A.D. 1788-9) Dundial Sing 

died, and the villages were'then registered in the name 
of his son, Dulsingar Sing * but Madhe Ram , the next 
eldest brother, took upon himself the management ot 


W February 

i837- 

Disputes hav¬ 
ing’ arisen 
among the 
brothers of an 
undivided 
Hindoo fami¬ 
ly, and owners 
of land, cer¬ 
tain agree¬ 
ments were 
entered into 
between 
them, by 
which their 
mutual inte¬ 
rests and lia¬ 
bilities were 
declared, and 
the matters in 
dispute refer¬ 
red to arbitra¬ 
tion. A de¬ 
cree having 
been obtained 
by a creditor 
named in the 
agreements, 
against one 
member only 
of the family, 
and the debt 

recovered _ „ . • 

from him alone, it was decided by the Courts, and affirmed on appeal, 
that the other parties were liable to be called upon to contribute in respect 

of their several shares, 
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the revenue arrangements with Government, in the 
character of Hiokhtar , or agent, for the registrees. 

In the Fus/y year 1206 (A. D. 1798-9 ) Dulsingar 
Sing died, leaving two widows, but no children. 

About this time (1799) serious differences arose be¬ 
tween the brothers, from the revenue of the villages 
having fallen much in arrear, and large loans having 
been raised from different bankers, in order to make 
up the deficiency to Government. Mad ho Ram was 
accused by his brothers of having misappropriated 
their contributions. 


These disputes were, by the agreement of all the 
surviving brothers, and of Qouree Dull, the vtokhtar 
or manager of the affairs of Dulsingar Sing's widows, 
referred to the arbitration of three persons, named 
Lola Sheo Per sad Sing, Rhyo. Aw a Rom . and Rhyo. 
Subboor Docs, who, accordingly, proceeded to invev.- 
tigate the accounts of the parties. Soon after, how¬ 
ever, and before they had made any definitive av/ard, 
Jubboo Lai was, at the request of the parties, added 
as a co-arbitrator with them, and La la Shoo Rerco.d 
Sing withdrew from the reference. During the time 
the arbitration lasted, the arbitrators examined the 

several parties to it, and also drew up various papers, 
in the form of ikrarnatnahs , or agreements between the 
parties, as the grounds upon which their arbitration was 
to be founded. 

The liability of the parties, and the validity of the 

caim made by the respondents, turned upon tb<«- 
agreements. 

The f,^, dated the 2gth of Mny i7Q9 _ purporWJ , 

^ h " "d 6 between all the surviving . 

< • Madh ° Ram - Dom ™‘ Sing, Kurin Ran,, a „-j 
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riow Sing), and after stating that they had caused to 
be registered in their father's name all the villages 
they had purchased, and that they had divided among 
themselves the whole remainder of the estates in four 
equal shares, and caused them to be registered in 
their names, it proceeded to declare, that they agreed 
that, during their father’s life, a certain portion of 
those villages should be appropriated to his use, and 
that after his death a number of villages should be 
given to the family of Dundial Sing and Dulsingar 
Sing, sufficient for their support, and that the re¬ 
mainder should be divided amongst themselves in equal 
proportions. They also agreed to redeem certain mort¬ 
gaged villages, by taking upon themselves the respon¬ 
sibility of the amount payable in equal proportions, 
and that, when thus redeemed, they also should be 
divided amongst them, without dispute or objection. 

The second bore date the 31st of May 1 799 - rt Pur¬ 
ported to have been made between the four surviving 
brothers and Gouree Dutt, as mokhtar of Dulsingar 
Sings estate, and contained the appointment of Jubboo 
Lai Assa Ram, and Bhya Subboor Doss, as arbitrators, 
to settle their dispute about the payment of the sums 
borrowed from the bankers, agreeing to abide by their 


decision. 

The third was dated the nth of June 1799. It 
purported to be made between all the parties last 
named ; and after stating that they had made a 
division of the landed property, and that they had, of 
their own free will and consent, agreed to pay Rajah 
Burkashore Smg, Dwarka Lai, Sumbhoo Sahoo, Go - 
vind Per sad, RatnPersad Bhuggut, and Hurcha Pande, 
(who had complained against them, and preferred ap- 
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peals from the Zillah Court of Chuprah to Calcutta,) 
all that might appear equitable to the Courts as well 
as themselves, in equal shares; proceeded to declare, 
“That if any one of them should be unable to do so, 
aud the lands of the party complained against should 
be sold in consequence, that they would make up to 
him, from their own shares, a share equal to their 
own; that they would be obnoxious to the eye of the 
law if any objections should be made by them; and 
that they would certainly, and without fail, liquidate 
the bankers’ demands.” 

The fourth also bore date the iith of June 1799, 
and purported to have been made between all the 
surviving brothers and Gource Dutt. After reciting 
the two previous papers, as to the division of the 
landed property and the payment of the bankers’ 
demands, it declared that they left the other demands 
against them to the decision of Jubboo Lai , Bhya Assa 
Ram, and Bhya Subboor Sing. 

The fifth of these papers, also bearing date the nth 
of June 1799, purported to have been made between the 
same persons as the two last. It stated that, though 
they had divided the estates among themselves, the 
personal property, including cash, still remained in 
common; that they agreed, without being upon oath, 
to divide equally among themselves the effects of every 
kind, and to share alike all the sums which should be 
found, upon investigation, due to their estate; that the 
payment of the bankers’ demands should, on no ac¬ 
count, be delayed until the partition had been effected; 
that if any dispute arose about the farmed villages or 
inheritances, either in the mofussil at the collector’s 
office, or the Zillah Court, that they would unite in 
settling it, and that they would defray the expenses 
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equally among themselves. It further stated, that, after 
deducting from their several shares the birti* lands, as a 
donation in which all were concerned, they would • 
divide the remainder into five equal shares. 

After these papers had been drawn up, the arbitra¬ 
tion was deferred, at the desire of all the parties, until 
after the marriage of Kurta Ram, 

It appeared, also, from the statement of Jubboo 
Lai , taken on oath by order of the Zillah Court, that 
the proceedings before the arbitrators were further sus¬ 
pended by the departure of Jubboo Lai from the place 
where the investigation was carried on; and that on 
his return, some months afterwards, nothing more was 
said by any of the parties respecting their disputes, or 
the reference to arbitration, they having, in the mean 
time, divided the estate among them. 

The landed property, which, in the year 1206 Fusty, 
(A. D. 1798-9,) the parties had thus divided among 
themselves, remained registered in the collector s books 
in the name of Madho Ram alone, until the beginning 
of the year 1208 Fusly, (A. D. 1801-2,) when the several 
shares of all the parties to the before-mentioned en¬ 
gagements were registered in their respective names. 

After this division of the estates, and the registration 
of the divided shares in the several names of the par¬ 
ties, Sumbhoo Sahoo, one of the creditors named in 
the first agreement of the nth of June 1799, obtained 
in the Zillah Court a decree in his favour, for the sum 
of rupees 2,300; Dwarka Lai, another creditor, ob¬ 
tained a decree for rupees 6,646$ and Raja Burka - 
shore , a decree for rupees 38,936. Madho Ram, the 
father of the respondents, paid in cash rupees 2,552 to 

* i.e. Maintenance ; a designation of lands granted for the main¬ 
tenance of the grantee. 
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Sumbhoo Sahoo , in discharge of what was due to him ; 
and, on the 5th of July 1802, the Zillah Court caused 
proclamation to be made for the public sale of the 
whole of the divided estate, for the payment of what 
had been recovered by Dzvarka Lai and Rajah Burka- 
shorc, amounting together to rupees 45,330. 8. 

Upon the issuing of this proclamation, Domini Sing , 
Kurta Ra?n, and Durriozv Sing, the three surviving 
brothers of Madho Ram , and Joobba Lai, the heir to 
Dundial Sing, the deceased brother, presented a peti¬ 
tion to the Sudder Dewanny Adawlut, denying the ex¬ 
istence of their joint liability to pay the amount 
decreed, and disavowing the engagement of the nth 
June 1799; and thereupon the Sudder Dewanny 
Adawlut directed that the sale should' be confined to 
the lands of Madho Ram» In pursuance of this order, 
the estate of Aladho Ram- alone was, on the 10th of 
January 1803, sold, in satisfaction of the amount of the 
decrees obtained by Dwarka Lai and Raja Burka- 
ehore. 

In addition to the sum of rupees 45,330. 8. the 
amount of these decrees, which was thus raised by a 
judicial sale of the single share of Madho Ram , there 
was another sum of rupees 13,184. 4. forming part 
of the bankers’ demands, intended to be provided 
for by the agreement of the nth of June 1799, and 
which was due upon a document under the hand of 
Madho Ram alone, and for the payment of which last- 
mentioned sum he and his estate alone were upon that 
document liable to the bankers. 

Madho Ram died in or about the year 1209 Fusly 
(A. D. 1801-2) ; and, on the 12th of February 1803, the 
respondents, his sons and co-heirs, having been admitted 
to sue in forma pauperis, filed their plaint in the Zillah 
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Court of Sarun against the appellants, Domun Sing- and 
Joobba Lai , and Kurta Ram and Durriow Sing, who both 
died in the course of the proceedings in the Courts . 
below, and were respectively represented by the appel¬ 
lants, Barchoo Lai and Burp Narain. The respon¬ 
dents, by their plaint, sought to recover, from the 
original defendants, rupees 36,264. 6£. being four-fifths 
of the said sum of rupees 45>33°* 8. ; and also rupees 
l0 >547* 6* being four-fifths of the said sum of rupees 
13,184.4. which Madho Ram had come under a sepa¬ 
rate engagement to. 

The defendants put in a joint answer to the plaint-;, 
they did not deny the execution of the before-men¬ 
tioned agreements, or the correctness of the statements 
of the plaint, as to the amount of the sums paid by 
Madho Ram, or for which he had become responsible; 
nor was any question made with respect to these sums 
falling within the terms of the engagement upon which 
the plaintiffs founded their demand. But the defen¬ 
dants impeached the validity of the agreements into 
which they and the deceased Madho Bam had en¬ 
tered: first, on the ground that, at that time, their 
father, Dherun Sing , was living, and had the control 
of every thing, and that his children were therefore 
incompetent to enter into engagements for the division 
of his property ; and secondly, that Madho Ram, pre¬ 
viously to the agreements being entered into, had acted 
fraudulently, by giving to the defendant, Durriow Sing, 
two engagements, the purport of which was repre¬ 
sented to be, “ that the debt of Rajah Burkashore Sing , 
and the other banker, was at his responsibility, and at 
that of the five brothers ; and that if Durriow Sing 
entered into any written engagement on that head, it 
should no way affect him” The defendants alleged 
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that this circumstance was unknown to the other bro¬ 
thers, and was done collusively between Durriow Sing 
and Madho Ram. They also stated, that after the 
agreements had been entered into, and before the 
divided shares of the real estate had been registered in 
the separate names of the respective brothers, Madho 
Ram had appropriated the collections to his own use, 
in consequence of which several villages were sold for 
arrears of revenue ; and they insisted that the deeds 
executed by them, without the privity of their father, 
were completely annulled, by the circumstance of the 
share of Dundial Sing , who was the eldest son, falling 
short of what it ought to have been in right of elder¬ 
ship, and by the non-registry of the lands, and the 
alleged sale of several villages to discharge arrears of 
revenue. The defendants also alleged, that Madho 
Ram had applied to his own use the sum of rupees 
3 2 >°33* *• 3- forming the collections of the estate and 
advances on villages, &c., in common, as well as the 
sum of rupees 21,000, forming the profits of the farmed 
villages in tuppah ,* Bhora , amounting, in the whole, 
to rupees 53,033, agreeable to the accounts commenc¬ 
ing in 1206 Fnsly (A. D. 1798-9). 

After the respondents had filed their replication to 
the defendants’ answer, the Zillah Court, on the 16th 
of June 1803, directed that an order should be trans¬ 
mitted to Jubboo Lai, requiring him to state on oath 
all the circumstances of the case. A statement in 
writing was accordingly made by Jubboo Lai, in con¬ 
formity with this order. Jubboo Lai also sent to the 
Zillah Court the several engagements and agreements 
between the brothers, and various other papers, which 
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had been deposited with him as one of the arbitrators, 
and had ever since remained in his custody. 

On the 26th of March 1804, the Zillah Court, con¬ 
sidering that the engagement of the nth of June 1799, 
relative to the payment of the bankers’ demands, was a 
separate and independent agreement, and of unques¬ 
tionable validity, passed a decree in favour of. the 
respondents for the sum of rupees 47,656. 12. 
which appeared to be the amount due from the defen¬ 
dants for their contribution towards the sums re¬ 
covered from Mad ho Ra 7 n t or due from him to the 
bankers. 

From this decree the original defendants appealed to- 
the Provincial Court of Patna, and on the 17th of 
March 1806, that Court suggested to the parties the 
propriety of settling the dispute by a reference to ar¬ 
bitration. The appellants acceded to this- proposal, 
but it was rejected by the respondents. 

On the 4th of July 1809, the appellants filed some 
accounts in the Provincial Court for the purpose of 
showing that in 1206 and 1207 Fusly, (A.D. 1798-9, 
1800*1,) Madho Ram had misappropriated, the sum of 
rupees 52,712. o. 3. arising from the collections of the 
entire estate. The Provincial Court considered that, if 
this alleged misappropriation were clearly established, 
the appellants ought to be at liberty to deduct four-fifths 
of the amount from the sum total of the respondents’ 
claim j and; in order to ascertain the truth of the ap¬ 
pellants’ representations on this head, the accounts in 
question were forwarded to the Zillah Court, with a 
direction to them to appoint an intelligent Amin* to 
examine the whole of Madho Ram’s accounts for the 


* A provisional native officer. 



ON APPEALS FROM THE EAST INDIES 


'S \ K\ 375 


years 1206 and 1207 Fusty, in the presence of both 
parties, and that the report of the Amin should be 
forwarded to the Provincial Court on or before the 
15th of August 1809. 

The appellants, however, though duly and frequently 
summoned to appear before the Amin appointed by the 
Zillah Court, and to proceed with the examination of 
the accounts referred to his investigation, refused to 
do so, and, in consequence of such refusal, the Amin 
was unable to make any report to the Provincial Court 
beyond a detailed statement of the causes which had 
prevented his going into the accounts. 

On the 5th of November 1810, after the Provincial 
Court had received the statement of the Amin , the ap¬ 
pellants represented to the Court, that they had de¬ 
clined to appear before the Amin in consequence of a 
message they had received from the respondents, re¬ 
questing that the business might be brought to a set¬ 
tlement among themselves ; but the truth of this 
representation was denied by the respondents. The 
Provincial Court, under these circumstances, considered 
that the request of the appellants for an examination 
of Madho Ram's accounts, and their objection to the 
respondents’ demand, on the ground of an alleged mis¬ 
appropriation by Madho Ram , had been made merely 
for the purpose of delay; and on the 5th of November 
1810, they, by their decree, dismissed the appeal of 
the appellants, and affirmed the decree of the Zillah 
Court, and the appellants were ordered to pay the 
respondents interest upon the sum decreed, at the 
rate of one per cent, per month, as well as all the 
costs of the suit. 

From this decree the appellants appealed to the 
Sudder Dewanny Adawlut. In their reasons of appeal 
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1837* they brought forward a Charge of corruption against 
Domun Sing the Amin who had been deputed to investigate the ac- 
and fathers counts, and alleged that he had acted in collusion with 
Kasee Ram the respondents: they further represented to the 
ToolseeRam. Sudder Dewanny Adawlut, that, although they had 

complained to the Provincial Court of the conduct of 
the Amin y that Court had, notwithstanding, affirmed 
the decree of the Zillah Court. 

The appellants further alleged, that after the Pro¬ 
vincial Court had made its decree, one Isher Dhut, a 
relation of all the parties, interfered in the business, 
and agreed to examine the accounts 5 that both parties 
consented willingly to leave the matter to his judgment; 
and that upon making up the accounts of Madho Ham 
for 1206 Fusly, (A. D. 1798-9,) Dhut had found 

a balance due to the appellants, for that year, of rupees 
19,414. 7^., which being deducted from the original 
claim of the respondents, it was settled that a balance 
of rupees 27,397. 5^. was justly payable to them by the 
appellants. The appellants represented, that the ac¬ 
counts for 1207 Fusly , (A. D. 1800-1,) were not settled 
by Isher Dhut y in consequence of a dispute having 
arisen between the respondents, which prevented their 
attending him, and they therefore prayed that the Zillah 
Court might be ordered to complete the investigation 
thus begun by Isher DhuU 

The respondents, by their answer to the reasons of 
appeal, contradicted the statements of the appellants, 
with respect to the alleged misconduct of the Amin, 
and they stated that, although the appellants had en¬ 
deavoured to induce them to submit the existing dif¬ 
ferences to the arbitration of Isher Dhut, they had con? 
stantly refused so to do. 

A further attempt, in the shape of additional rea- 
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sons, was afterwards made by the appellants, to sup¬ 
port their, allegation that the respondents had agreed 
to submit the matter to the arbitration of Ishcr Dhut , 
and for the same purpose they filed a paper of ac¬ 
counts, which purported to be signed by the appellants 
and by the respondent Toolscc Rcun ■, and also a docu¬ 
ment, which the appellants ajleged to have been writ¬ 
ten and signed by the other respondent, Kascc Ra?n t 
acknowledging that he had agreed to accept of rupees 
2 7 * 397 » 5 &» as settled by Ishcr Dhut , on account of 

the decree awarded in the respondents’ favour, and of 
rupees 2,000 more, allowed to him, and that he, the 
respondent, would make no more objections. 

Both of these documents, or at least the signatures 
of the respondents which appeared upon them, were 
alleged by the respondents to be spurious. The ap¬ 
pellants produced no evidence in support of them, or 
of any of the statements contained in their reasons of 
appeal. 

On the 30th of September 1814, the Sudder Dewanny 
Adawlut gave judgment in favour of the respondents. 
But inasmuch as, since the decree of the Provincial 
Court, the respondents had, upon an appeal, succeed¬ 
ed in reducing the amount of one of the decrees ob¬ 
tained against them by the hankers, by the sum of 
rupees 1,912. 8., four-fifths of that sum was deducted 
from the amount which the respondents had in the 
present suit recovered from the appellants. Subject to 
this deduction, the decree of the Provincial Court was 
affirmed, with interest and costs to be paid by the ap¬ 
pellants. 

From this decree of the Sudder Dewanny Adawlut, 
the appellants appealed to His Majesty in Council, and 
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prayed that the same might be reversed, for the follow¬ 
ing reasons . • 

I. Because the papers of the nth of June 1799, were 
never intended by the parties to be definitive agree¬ 
ments, but only part of a proposed arrangement 
which was never carried into effect, and which would 
have been invalid by the Hindoo law, inasmuch as it 
proposed to be a partition of an undivided family estate 
without the sanction or consent of the father of the 
parties. 

II. Because it was inequitable to make the partners 
of an undivided estate pay the whole amount of the 
debts discharged by one of their members, without 
taking an account of the receipts by that member during 
the period he had the management of the estate, which 
had never yet been done. 

HI* Because all disputes between the parties had 
been settled by the arbitration of Is her Dutt . 

IV. Because, even if the decree of the Sudder 
Dewanny Adawlut was correct in other respects, it was 
erroneous in directing a deduction of four-fifths of the 
amount to which the demand of Ram Persad Bhuggut 
had been reduced on appeal, instead of which it ought 
to have directed a deduction of four-fifths of the 
difference between the sum of 1,912 rupees 8., to 
which it had been so reduced, and the original sum, 
to four-fifths of which the appellants had been made 
liable by the decrees of the Zillah and Provincial Courts 
in respect of it. 

The respondents submitted, on the other hand, 
that the appeal ought to be dismissed, and the decree 
appealed from affirmed, for the following reasons:— , 

I. Because the demand of the respondents for con- 
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tribution towards the payment of the bankers’ demands 
arose upon a distinct agreement, which provided for a 
division of the real estate, and for the discharge of 
these demands, and was wholly independent of all or any 
question subsisting between the parties in relation to 
the personal estate of Dherun Sing, the common an¬ 
cestor. 

II. Because the appellants failed entirely in esta¬ 
blishing a right of set off, in respect of alleged mis¬ 
appropriations by Mad ho Ram, of the collections of the 
real estate in 1206 and 1207 Fusty, (A. D. 1798-9, 
1800-I,) and also failed in their attempt to make out 
any agreement or consent by the respondents to com¬ 
promise the suit, or to refer the matter in difference to 
arbitration. 
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Mr. Miller , K.C., and Mr. Wigram, K.C., for 
the appellants. 

Mr. Serjeant Spankie , and Mr. E. J, Lloyd, for 
the respondents. 

Baron Parke : 

Their Lordships are of opinion that the decree of 
the Court below ought to be affirmed. In this case 
the action was founded upon an agreement alleged to 
have been made by the appellants, to pay their equal 
proportions of a joint debt, effected on a common 
family property. It is clear that that common family 
property was divided in 1799, and it is clear that there 
were the several agreements entered into, and the first 
question in this case turns upon the meaning of these 
agreements. If it was the meaning of them that the 
bankers’ claims were to be paid by all the five persons 
in equal proportions, according to the interest they 
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respectively had in the family estate, and that that 
was to be done by the settlement of the accounts 
between the parties, it is clear that the respondents 
were right in bringing the action against the present 
appellants for four-fifths of the bankers' account, and 
that question depends upon the construction of these 
agreements, which were entered into between the 
parties, after the reference that took place in 1799* 
Now none of their Lordships have any doubt upon 
the construction of those agreements. It appears that 
there had been disputes between the family with respect 
to the property, and that all these parties agreed to 
refer the matter to certain arbitrators, and while this 
arbitration was still pending, it appears that they 
entered into two agreements. One of those agreements 
is dated the nth of June 1799, that is the first of those 
agreements entered into between the parties, and in 
that agreement the five sons allege that they have 
made a division of the landed property, and they agree 
to pay the bankers, in equal shares, that is, that each 
should pay one-fifth of those demands. They further 
state, that in case any of them should be under an 
inability to do so, and his lands should be sold in con¬ 
sequence, that from their own shares they would 
make that good, “ and that they will certainly, and 
without fail, liquidate bankers' demands," therefore 
those are demands, which, all parties agree, should at 
all events be liquidated. 

Then there comes a separate agreement* in which, 
after alluding to the demands of the bankers, upop 
which suits were then pending, they go on to provide^ 
that in case there should be other demands, they would 
leave them to the decision of the arbitrators, and they 
agreed to abide their decision with respect to their 
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quota. That is the provision with respect to an ulterior 
demand. 

And then comes the third agreement : and they having 
again provided, that though they have divided the 
estates among themselves, the personal property, in¬ 
cluding cash, still remains in common, agree that all 
the debts which are due to the estate should be equally 
divided among them, and they stipulate that the pay¬ 
ment of the bankers demands shall on no account be 
delayed until the partition be effected. Therefore they, 
as clearly as possible, say that the engagements with 
respect to the bankers’ demand shall be carried into 
immediate effect, and shall not be delayed by any 
division of the family property, or by the settlement 
of the debts, which may be due to the family, to be 
divided between them. 

It is clear to their Lordships that this was the agree¬ 
ment between the parties—there is nothing to induce us 
to come to a different conclusion. That being so, the 
respondents have clearly a right to recover from the 
appellants four-fifths of all those bankers’ demands, 
unless the appellants can show some other answer* to 
this right. 

Now their first answer is, we have a set-off against 
the respondents, because Madho Ram , their father, was 
indebted to his brothers upon the management of 
the family concerns ; that he received more rents 
then he had applied, which it was competent to them 
to make out } but there is not a scintilla of legal evi¬ 
dence of their having such a claim against him : and 
when the Zillah Court referred the case, it is clear that 

they never at that time brought forward such a claim; 

and if they have such a claim, neither the decision of 
the Court below, nor of this Court, will prevent them 
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from enforcing it; therefore their appeal must fail on 
the ground of their not having brought legal evidence 
of this set-off. 

Another ground which they get up is, that it was 
referred to arbitrators. Now there is no foundation 
for saying that it was so referred—there is no legal 
evidence of that, and that also must fail. 

With respect to the last reason assigned in the case 
of the appellants, that the Court below erred in di¬ 
recting a deduction of four-fifths of 1,912 rupees, in¬ 
stead of directing a deduction of four-fifths of the dif¬ 
ference, being 1,912 rupees, and the original sum, it is 
quite clear, (I think,) that there is a mistake in the 
wording of the decree in that respect, and that the 
sum was not meant to be reduced to 1,912 rupees, but 
reduced by 1,912 rupees. It was not likely that so 
large a demand as 8,000 rupees should be reduced to 
1,912, and therefore we must take it that 1,9*2 rupees 
were to be struck off 8,000, and then the decree is 
perfectly right in giving credit to the respondents for 
four-fifths of all sums: and the result will be that the 
decree of Sudder Dewanny Adawlut must be affirmed 
with costs. 
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On Appeal from the Sudder Dewanny Court of Bengal. 

The original suit in this case was instituted to rescind 
a sale made for arrears of Government dues, on the 
ground that the property in question was not liable for 
the arrears at the time of the sale, and that such sale 
was oppressive and illegal. The appellants, Kirt Chunder 
Roy, and twelve others, were formerly hereditary ze¬ 
mindars, and joint proprietors of pergunna Eidilpore , 
situate in the zillah of Dacca Jelaipore , in the province 

0 Present : Members of the Judicial Committee,—Lord Brougham, 
Mr. Baron Parke, Mr. Justice Bosanquet, and the Right Hon. Tho¬ 
mas Erskino, Chief Judge of the Court of Bankruptcy. 

Privy Councillors,— Assessors, The Right Hon. Sir Edward Hyde 
East, Bart., and the Right Hon. Sir Alexander Johnston. 


11, 13, and 
15 February 

J837. 

By the Reve- 
nue Regula¬ 
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vernor-Gene¬ 
ral in Coun¬ 
cil, upon the 
report of the 
Board of Re¬ 
venue, may 
order a sale 
for arrears 
of a monthly 
instalment 
before the 
close of the 
year; but 
in order to 

act, there must be an arrear of a previous year, or of a monthly Ynstalm^nt 
for which default has been made, after demand by the collector ' 

° r k x istbund y> for securingthe payment of the kist bv 
tTue ^ ,n ^ mentS ' I h .° Ugh , USUa ‘ and advisable * ^ not necessary to eZ 
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a le of 7hl° r Su . ch , arrea ^ s - or preclude the government from proceeding to 
a sale of the zemindary, if such arrears are not duly liquidated^ g ° 

No exc ess in the value of the lands sold, over the arrear nf ro, r a 
will vitiate the sale, the Government having, by Reg V A ^ 

absolute discretion to sell either the whole or any part of an’estate 5 r 

without reference to the probable produce of the sale. estate f ° r arrears, 
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of Bengal which they held in undivided shares. Under 
the decennial and permanent settlement, established 
A. D. 1793, (Sumvit 1200,) by the Marquis of Corn¬ 
wallis , the amount of the assessment charged upon the 
zemindary of pergunna Eidilpore, was the yearly 
sum of S. R. 54,996. 15. On the 16th of November 
1812, the zemindary was put up to sale at Calcutta, 
by the Board of Revenue, for recovery of arrears of re¬ 
venue due from the appellants at the end of the month 
Bkadoon 1219, Bengal San (23rd September 1812, A.D.), 
and which amounted at the time of the sale to the 
principal sum of S. R. 6,210. 12., but before the sale 
a further arrear, amounting, with the above sum, to 
S. R. 41,000 and upwards, had accrued due, and was 
to be covered by the proceeds of the sale. 

The arrear of S. R. 6,210. 12. consisted of distinct 
items, one of them being the sum of S. R. 2,499 f° r ,n “ 
stalments due in respect of a prior accumulated arrear 
of revenue, the payment of which the Government 
had agreed to receive by certain fixed instalments, and 
the other being the sum of S. R. 2,711. 12. which 
remained due on account of the monthly instalments 
of the revenue for the current year, 1219, B. S. 
(A. D. 1812), up to the end of the month Bhadoon 
(September). Mohunny Mohun Thakoor , the father of 
the present respondents, Connoy Laul Thakoor and 
Gopaul Laud Thakoor, attended the sale of the estate 
at Calcutta, and became the purchaser for the sum of 
S. R. 97,200, the whole of which sum he paid into the 
treasury, and a deed of sale was, on the 27th of 
November 1812, duly executed to him by the Govern¬ 
ment. 

This sale was made by the Board of Revenue at 



OK T APPEALS FROM THE EAST INDIES. 



Calcutta, under the authority and in pursuance of the 
Regulations then in force relating to the land revenue, 
under the following circumstances. 

The arrear of revenue, in respect of which the first- 
mentioned sum of S. R. 2,499 was due, was the balance 
of the arrears of instalment due on account of former ar¬ 
rears of revenue, which consisted of the following parti¬ 
culars:— 1st, of N an arrear of revenue due on account of 
pergunna Eidilporc , from 1198 to 1201, B. S. (or 1792 
to 1795, A. D.) amounting to S. R. 28,972. 15. 19. 
2ndly, of the balance of revenue for the year 1802, B. S. 
(or 1796, A. D.) amounting to S. R. 15,730. 8. 10. 

3 r dly, of the balances due for subsequent years up to 
1206, B. S. (or 1800, A. D.) amounting to S. R. 54,619, 
13. n£.; and 4thly, of the costs of certain suits insti¬ 
tuted by the collector of Dacca , against the appellants, 
for establishing their liability for the aforesaid arrears' 
from 1198 to 1201, and of the year 1202, B. S. 

The liability of the appellants to discharge the arrears 
from 1198 to 1201, B. S., and the single year of 1202, 
B. S., was established by two decrees of the Sudder Dc- 
wanny Adawlut, dated respectively the iGth of February 
1803. By which it appeared, that prior to the insti¬ 
tution of these suits the appellants had resisted the 
demand made upon them by the Collector for their 
arrears, alleging that the zemindary had been under 
the management of the government and its ofGcers, 
and that they (the appellants) were therefore not liable 
to the payment of the arrears of revenue. But it was 
established by the evidence adduced in those suits, that 
the appellants (who being joint proprietors, were, by 
the Bengal Regulation VIII, A. D, 1793, section'23,* 


1837. 

Kirt Chun- 
der Roy 
and others 


v. 

TiieGovern- 

MKNT 

and others. 


: Smcc rescinded, vide Sec. 2, Regulation XVII, A. D. 1805 

x x 


3 S6 


CASES IN THE PRIVY COUNCIL. 



1837- 

Kirt Chun- 
DER Rov 
and others 
v. 

The Govern¬ 
ment 

and others. 


incompetent to undertake the personal management of 
the affairs of the zemindary) had, by their deputies, 
presented a durkhast or application to the collector, 

dated the 21st Assar 1198, B: S. (5th of July, A. D. 

I79 1 ), Playing that the management might be com¬ 
mitted to a person of their own appointment ; that 
they had entered into an engagement for the payment 
of the existing balances, according to the assessment, 
and that one Rally Persad was, in compliance with 
the prayer of the appellants’ durkhast , appointed 
sarbarakar or manager of their zemindary; but upon 
the resignation of Rally Persad, at the end of the year 
1198, B. S., the appellants being unable to agree upon 
the appointment of a person to succeed him, the collec¬ 
tor, by virtue of the powers vested in him by the 25th 
section of the above regulation, appointed a manager of 
the estate, who continued in the management thereof 
throughout the years in which the arrears of revenue 
sued for became due. But as the joint proprietors of 
an undivided estate are at liberty to obtain a partition, 
and to hold their respective shares in severalty, and 
have the means in their power of obtaining the separate 
management of their shares, and as the appointment 
of a manager by the collector can only be made for 
the neglect of the joint proprietors, the manager thus 
appointed was considered as the agent of the propri¬ 
etors, and they, by law, accordingly bear the expense 
of the appointment, and are made responsible for the 
public revenues.* The Sudder Dewanny Adawlut 
therefore held and decreed in both the above-men¬ 
tioned suits, that the appellants were liable to the pay¬ 
ment of the arrears of revenue which had become due 


Reg. VIII, A, D. 1793, sec. 25 and 26. 
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from iigS to 1201, B. S., and for the year 1202, B.S. 
Both decrees were made with costs, to be paid by the 
appellants. 

On the part of the appellants it was stated as an 
objection, that during the management of the zemin- 
dary by the scirbarakcir appointed by the collector, the 
accounts of the collections and disbursements for the 
years 1199, 1200, i2or, and 1202, B. S., had not 

been explained to them. The Court considered that 
this explanation ought to have been given, and after 
decreeing the liability of the appellants to the arrears 
in question, the Sudder Dewanny Adawlut declared 
that, after the explanation of the sarbarakar s accounts 
for the years specified, which it was incumbent on the 
zillah collector to explain to them, or to some person 
on their parts, if the appellants should refuse immedi¬ 
ately to discharge the balance appearing against them, 
then it was optional with the Collector and Board 
of Revenue to sell their zemindary, as provided by 
the Regulations, for the purpose of recovering their 
amount, as well as the costs of suit incurred by the 
respondent, the Government. 

It was doubtful whether the Court could impose this 
restriction upon the right of the Government, to re¬ 
cover payment of the arrears, by a sale of estate, be¬ 
cause it did not appear that the Collector had any 
peculiar control or authority over the manager ap¬ 
pointed by him ; or that, after his appointment, he was 
considered in any other light than as the agent of the 
joint proprietors. By Reg. XIV, A. D. 1793, sect. 6, 
they had their specific remedies against the sarbcira- 
kcir , or managing officer, for any embezzlement or irre¬ 
gularity of accounts, which he might have executed. 
Whether it was so, or not, the restriction contained in 
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the decrees was removed, by a new arrangement 
subsequently entered into between the Board of Re¬ 
venue and the appellants, long prior to the insti¬ 
tution of the suit in which the present appeal had 
arisen, and before the sale, which the appellants com¬ 
plained of, had taken place. 

After the year 1202, B. S , the management of the 
estate was still conducted by a sarbarakar appointed by 
the Collector; and further arrears accrued due, which, 
up to the year 1206, B. S. (1799, A. D.), amounted to 
S. R. 54,669. 13. 11 These arrears, together with 
the arrears and costs which, by virtue of the decrees 
of the Sudder Dewanny Adawlut, before stated, the 
appellants were liable to pay, amounted to the sum of 
S. R. 102,902. 3. 12I. ; the whole of which still re¬ 


mained undischarged in the year 1211, B. S. (or 1804, 
A. D,). In that year negociations were carried on be¬ 
tween the appellants, and the Collector, and the Go¬ 
vernment, in respect of those arrears, in which the 
appellant pressed for an abatement of some part of the 
demand, on the ground that the manager of the ze- 
mindary, appointed by the Collector, had been guilty 
of embezzlements and mismanagement. The Governor- 
General in Council did not think it proper to allow of 
any abatement, but was willing to give the appellants 
time to discharge the balance. The appellants, how¬ 
ever, refused the terms on which the postponement of 
payment was offered to them; and, in consequence of 
such refusal, the Government, on the 9th of June 1804, 
A. D., advertized the estate for sale for the recovery of 


the amount due. 

The order for sale was afterwards rescinded, upon 
the appellants entering into an engagement, with sure¬ 
ties, to pay the whole of the aforesaid arrears and 
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costs {viz., the sum of S. R. 102,902. 3. i2f.), by 

monthly instalments, in ten years, beginning with the 
year 1211, B. S. (1804, A. D.). The engagement en¬ 
tered into by the appellants was by two instruments: 
one of them a durlchast, whereby they acknowledged 
that the sum of S. R. 102,902. 3. 12^. was due from 

them for arrears of revenue up to the year 1206, 
B. S., and for costs, stating that they were prepared 
to pay, by instalments, in ten years, and offering the 
security of the persons therein named for such pay¬ 
ment; and they prayed that this arrangement might 
be acceded to, and that an order should be sent to the 
Collector to recall the sarbcirakar, and to give to the 
appellants the management of their estate, that they 
might exert themselves, for the purpose of regularly 
paying up the Government revenues. The other in¬ 
strument was a memorandum of the balances due, and 
the amount of the monthly instalments by which they 
were to be discharged. Both of these instruments 
were signed by the appellants on the 6th of July 1804, 
before the Board of Revenue at Calcutta. 

The arrangement thus offered by the appellants was 
accepted by the Government; and the appellants were, 
at the same time, informed that, in the event of their 
failing to discharge their instalments regularly, together 
with the current lasts, measure would be adopted for 
bringing their lands to sale: and the Collector was, by 
letter from the Board of Revenue, apprised of this, 
and desired to be particular in reporting to the Board, 
should the appellants at any time fail in the discharge 
of their instalments. The persons whom the appel¬ 
lants offered as sureties for the due discharge of the 
instalments were Sycd Hooscin-ood-dcen Ma/ioo?;icd and 
Govind Churn Ghosc, who, on the 14th of July 1804, 
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A. D., executed a bond for payment of the instalments, 
according to the terms of the agreement entered inter 
by the appellants; and they agreed that, in the event 
of their failing to discharge the instalments, their ze- 
mindary and talooks might be sold by the Government 
for realizing the balance due. 

After the foregoing arrangement was completed, and 
on the 20th of July 1804, A. D., the appellants were, 
under the orders of the Revenue Board, let into the 
possession and management of their own estate; and- 
they appointed Sheo Per sad Mujmoodar , farmer of the 
zemindary, who held it in farm, under the appellants, 
from that period till the sale of the estate. 

Up to the time when the appellants entered into the 
above engagement for payment of the Government 
demand by instalments, noexplanation had been given 
of the account of the sarbarakars appointed by the 
collector for the years 1I99, 1200, 1201, and 1202, 

B. S.; and an application had been made by the appel¬ 
lants, on the 17th of June 1803, to the Zillah Court of 
Backergunge , for an order upon the Collector to give 
the explanation required by the decrees of the Sudder 
Dewanny Adawlut in that respect. The Zillah Court 
passed an order to that effect on the 15th of July 1803; 
it appeared, however, that, owing to irregularities 
which had formerly prevailed in the Collector's office, a 
full and satisfactory explanation of the accounts could 
not be given • and the matter remained in this position 
at the period when the appellants entered into the be¬ 
fore-mentioned arrangement, with the Government, 
for the payment of the accumulated arrears by instal¬ 
ments. 

In pursuance of that arrangement, the monthly in¬ 
stalments were from time to time paid, (whether at tho 
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stated and proper times did not appear,) and the pay¬ 
ments were made by the appellants’ sureties in the 
names of the appellants; and the receipts given by the 
Collector for those payments were given with reference 
to, and by way of , discharge of the zc mind ary. At the 
end, however, of the month Bhadoon 1219, B. S. 
(.September 1812, A. D.), there was an arrear due in 
respect of the instalments of S. R. 2,499, which 
formed part of the gross sum for which the estate was 
advertized for sale, and was ultimately sold. 

On the 5th Assm 1219, B. S. (19th of September 
1812, A. D.) the Collector of Dacca addressed to the 
Board of Revenue, at Calcutta , a letter, wherein 
he recommended that the lands of defaulters, in 
payment of revenue, should be immediately adver¬ 
tized for sale, for recovery of arrears up to the 
preceding month of Bliadoon {September), on ac¬ 
count of the current year 1219, B. S. This let¬ 
ter enclosed several statements of lands of defaul¬ 
ters. Statement No. 1, specified estates, the assess¬ 
ment upon which exceeded rupees 5,000, and com¬ 
prised the pergunna Eidilporc, the assessment upon 
which exceeded that sum; and the amount of arrear 
charged against it was S. R. 18,217. *2. ; the parti¬ 
culars of which were stated to be S. R. 15,718. 12., 
on account balance of revenue for the current year; 
and S. R. 2,499, on account balance of revenue 
for former years, due on kistbundy. In reply to this 
letter, the Board of Revenue, on the 6th of October 
1812, A. D., ordered the collector, with reference to 
statement No. 1, to issue the prescribed advertise¬ 
ments, notifying that the lands would be disposed of 
at the office of the Board of Revenue, at Calcutta, on 
the 16th of November then next (corresponding with 


>« 37 - 
^ — _ . -/ 

r 

Kirt Chun- 
der Roy 
and others 


v. 

TiieGovf.rn- 

MEM 

and others. 



39^ 


CASES IN THE PRIVY COUNCIL. 


> 83 ?. 


Kirt Cbun¬ 
der Roy 
and others 
v. 

TheGovern- 


ME NT 

and others. 


3rd Aghun); and on the 3rd of November 1812, A. D., 
the Board of Revenue acquainted the collector that th6 
Governor-Genera! in Count:II had authorized the pro¬ 
posed sale. 

On the 12th Katik 1219, B, S. (26th of October 
1812. A. D.), the Collector, in obedience to the 
orders of the Board of Revenue, issued the adver¬ 
tisements of sale, notifying, among other things, that 
the “sale statement" of thei villages in Dacca Jelal- 
pore being in arrears up to Bhadoon ( September ) 
1219, B. S., had been transmitted to the Board of Re¬ 
venue on the 18th September 1812, A. D.; and that 
the 7 na/iuls or districts assessed beyond rupees 5,000, 
were to be sold, at the office of the Board, on the 3rd 
Aghun 1219, B. S. (16th of November 1812): and 
that, if the defaulters of the first description dis¬ 
charged their arrears, they would be received at the 
Treasury until the 25th Katik 1219, B. S. (8th of 
November 1812, A. D.), and due notice given of the 
payments to the Board; but that no sums would be 
received after that date: and, by the same advertise¬ 
ments, the arrears due on account of pergunna Eidil - 
pore were stated to be the aforesaid sum of S. R. 
18,217. I2> » an ^ to consist of the same items and 

particulars as before mentioned to have been specified 
in the Statement No. 1, transmitted by the Collector 
to the Board of Revenue. 

At the date of the Collector’s letter to the Board of 
Revenue of the 19th of September 1812, A. D., the 
amount of payments made by the appellants, on ac¬ 
count of the revenues of the current year, due up to 
the end of Bhadoon ( September), was S. R. 10,601; 
but before the publication of the advertisement of 

sale, and on [the 30th of September 1812, A. D., they 
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paid into the Treasury the sum of S. R. 5,008, by 
which their payments were increased to S. R. 10,710. 
12. 5 and on the i6th Katik (30th of October), which 
was after the publication of the advertisement, but 
before the expiration of the period limited thereby for 
the payment of arrears, they paid the further sum of 
R- 4 , 5 °°, which made the arrear, for the current 
revenue, S. R. 6,210. 12. > at which it stood on the 
25th Katik (8th of November), the last day on which de¬ 
faulters were to be at liberty to make any payments to 
the Treasury: and the total arrear on that day, in¬ 
cluding the arrear of S. R. 2,499 due on the instal¬ 
ment bond, was S. R. 8,709. 12. But on the 2Sth 
Katik (nth of November), being only five days before 
the day fixed for the sale at Calcutta, the appellants 
paid into the Treasury the further sum of S. R. 2,499, 
and delivered to the Collector an ikrarnama , or engage¬ 
ment, signed by two persons as sureties, for the payment 
of the balance of S. R. 6,210. 12. on the 14th Aghitn 
(the 27th of November), which was eleven days subse¬ 
quent to the day of sale. 

This ikrarnama, which was given on behalf of 
the appellants, contained an acknowledgment that 
the sum of S. R. 8,709. 12. was then the amount 

of the arrears up to the end of Bhadoon ; which ac¬ 
corded with the statement of the Collector, after de¬ 
ducting the subsequent payments made prior to the 
date of the ikrarnama. 

On the 12th of November 1812, the acting Collector 
communicated to the Board of Revenue, at Calcutta, 
that the balance due on that day, for arrears of revenue 
from pergunna Eidilpore, was S. R. 6,210. 12.; and 
that the persons who had executed the last-mentioned 
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security-bond had engaged to pay this arrear on the 
27th of that month. The date of the arrival of this 
letter, at Calcutta ., was on the i6th of November 1812, 
just before the intended sale. The Board of Revenue' 
considered that to have then postponed the sate, would 
not have been consistent with the pledge given to the 
public. They considered, moreover, that the appel¬ 
lants were not, under the circumstances, entitled to 
indulgence, as there was still remaining unpaid a large 
further arrear of revenue due from them, which had 
accrued since the end of the month Bhadoon (Sep¬ 
tember), and was wholly unprovided for. The Board, 
therefore, in the exercise of their discretion, refused to 
give their sanction to the proceedings of the Col¬ 
lector. 

Accordingly the sale of the appellants' zemindary, 
which was fixed for the 16th of November, took place 
on that day, in pursuance of the advertisements ; and 
Mohunny Mokun Thakoor was declared the purchaser, 
at the price of S. R. 97,200, and paid the whole 
amount into the Treasury. And a deed of sale or 

conveyance, dated the 27th of November 1812, A. D., 

was duly made and executed by the Government to 

him. 1 , 

It appeared, however, notwithstanding the sale and 

the execution of the conveyance of the zemindary, 
that, on the 27th of November, the balance of S. R. 
6,210. 12., which cleared all the arrears up to the 

end of Bhadoon (September), was paid into the Col¬ 
lector's treasury, in pursuance of the ikrarnama in 
that behalf} and the acting Collector, by a letter of 
that date, informed the Board of Revenue, at Cal¬ 
cutta, of the payment ; which they, by their answer 
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to him of the ist of December, disavowed, by apprising 
him that, as the sale of the estate had taken place, 
they could not annul that act. 

The appellants thereupon impeached the sale, and 
denied its legality ; and, in compliance with the requi¬ 
sitions of Reg. Ill, A. D. 1793, sect. 2, they, on the 
13th of May 1813, presented their petition to the Pro¬ 
vincial Court of Dacca, to be forwarded to the Go¬ 
vernor-General in Council, praying for a rescission of 
the sale, and that they might be restored to their for¬ 
mer estate. The Governor-General in Council did not 
think fit to accede to the prayer of this petition } but 
directed the appellants to bring their action against the 
Government, for the purpose of trying the question 
raised by the appellants as to the validity of the sale 
which had taken place. The appellants accordingly 
filed their plaint, in the Provincial Court of Dacca , on 
the 22nd of March 1814, against the Government and 
the purchaser under them, whose representatives were 
the respondents in the present appeal. 

The principal objections urged by the appellants in 
their plaint against the sale were two, having reference 
respectively, to the two items of which the arrear of 
revenue, up to Bhadoon (September) 1219, B. S., 01- 
sum of S. R. 6,210. 12. was composed. 

The first of these objections, which applied to the 
sum of S. R. 2,499, the arrear of instalments due on 
account of former arrears of revenue, was that the 
acceptance, on the part of the Government, of the 
bond of the 14th of July 1804, for the payment of those 
arrears, had exempted the zemindary from all liability 

on account thereof, and that no sale could be legally 
had for their discharge. 

The second objection, which applied to the sum of 
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S. R. 3,711. 12., the arrear for the current year, 1219, 
B. S., to the end of the month Bhadoon , was that 
the ikrarnama of the nth of November 1812, was a 
virtual payment of all arrears up to the end of that 
month* 

They further insisted, that there being no kistbundy* 
fixed the time of payment, regularly signed by the 
appellants; the amount of monthly instalments pay¬ 
able by them on account of the yearly revenue of par- 
gun na Eidilpore y up to the end of JBhadoon, was to be 
regulated and ascertained by local custom; and that, 
by the custom of the place, when no regular kistbundy 
had been signed, only six anas in the rupee were pay¬ 
able up to the end of that month, and that therefore 
the proportion of the entire yearly revenue which 
would then be payable, was six-sixteenths, or three- 
eighths. 

After the usual pleadings had been concluded, evi¬ 
dence was adduced by the appellants, to prove the 
facts before stated, as to the security-bonds, the re¬ 
venue assessments, and the payments of the arrears up 
to Bhadoon. They also produced documents,, to show 
that the independent talooks of their own pergunna 
had only been assessed, and payment made, of the pro¬ 
portion of six anas to the end of Bhadoon \ that the 
Government, in cases where security-bonds had been 
entered into under similar circumstances to that of the 
?4th of July 1804, were in the habit of proceeding 
against the securities for the exoneration of the 
principal; that the Board of Revenue had treated this 
zemindary as being in possession of securities for 
payment of arrears j and that the Board was in the, 

• A document in the Revenue Department, specifying the periods at 
which the several instalments of the assessment are to be discharged. 
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habit of postponing sales, on engagements being en¬ 
tered into for payment of the arrears for which they 
were advertised. 

The Government, by their answer, took issue on 
these several points. 

Various documents, and copies of accounts, kept in 
the Collector's office, were produced by the Govern¬ 
ment vakeel, in explanation of those brought forward 
on the part of the appellants : he also put in the two 
decrees of the Sudder Dewanny Adawlub made in 
February 1803. 

The defendant, Mohunny Mohun Thakoor , proved 
the deed of sale to him. 

On the 2nd of December 1815, the suit came on for 
decision before the Provincial Court, when the sitting 
Judge (George Hatwell , Esq.) declared, that the estate 
in question had been illegally sold ■ and it was accord- 
ingly decreed, that the plaintiffs (the present appel¬ 
lants), the dispossessed zemindars of the pergunna 
Fidilpore , should obtain entry into their inheritance; 
and that the whole of the costs should be laid at the 
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defendants' (the respondents’) responsibility. 

Both the Government and Mohun Thakoor appealed 
against this decree, to the Sudder Dewanny Adawlut, 
and produced, in addition to the evidence brought 
forward, various documents relating to the revenues 
of the zemindary. They also put in a report, dated 
the 6th of February 1816, addressed by the Board of 
Revenue to the Governor-General in Council, respect¬ 
ing these zemindars, in which it was admitted that 
no regular tahood (account settlement) or kistbundy had 
been executed for the estate, but that the monthly 
demand had been regulated in a great measure, by a 
schedule fixed by Mr. Armstrong in 1203, B. S. (A. D. 
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1797), seventeen years antecedent to the present oc¬ 
currence ; according towhich, with some slight varia¬ 
tions, they had continued, and been paid without 
demur or objection. The report then proceeded to 
state the custom respecting the necessity for taking 
kistbundies, in the following words 1 We are ready 
to admit, that a tahood or kistbundy ought to have been 
taken, although the settlement being permanent, this 
form, becomes the less necessary: but the incumbents 
well knew what the instalment was, and indeed paid it 
some years without demur or objection. The usage 
in revenue transactions, in the absence of specific en¬ 
gagements, is to have recourse to the rule of the past^ 
and preceding years.” 

The respondents (the present appellants) put in their 
petitions to the Zillah Court of Bahergunge t in 1804, 
to oblige the Collector to explain the accounts of the 
sarbarakar to them, pursuant to the directions of the 
Sudder Dewanny of the 16th of February 1803. 

On the 20th of December 1816, the cause came on be¬ 
fore the Sudder Dewanny, when the Court, after going 
very minutely into the various circumstances of the 
case, and the proceedings of the Provincial Court of 
Dacca-, observed, that it was evident that the accounts 
of the preceding years were settled up to 12 n, B. S. 
agreeably tothe durkkast of the respondents; that a re¬ 
gular demand of S. R. 26,319. 12., was made against the 
estate up to the end of Bhadoon, from 1211 to 1219, 
B.S.; and that the engagement filed by the respondents, 
under the conviction of their having defaulted, was 
rejected by the Board of Revenue, who were fully 
empowered to decide upon the point. As to the sum, 
then, of S. R. 3,711. \2., connected with the /lists up 
to the end of Bhadoon, as seen in the engagements of. 
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the respondents, and S. R. 13,210. 12. with those of 
Assin (October ) and Katik (November) 1219, which’were 
still undischarged, and remained at the responsibility 
of the respondents, it was the opinion of the Court, 
that the sale ol the pergunna was altogether regular 
and legal j that the objection raised by the respondents 
to the disapproval, by the Revenue Board, of their 
engagement to pay the just arrears of Government, 
twelve days after the expiration of that which was fixed 
upon for the sale, was inadmissible in a court of jus¬ 
tice ; that the want of a kabooliat or kistbundy could 
in no shape bar out the just demands of Government 
for the revenues, because the right in Government to 
make the demand upon unexempted lands is indispu¬ 
table j that the sale of an estate for a non-discharge 
of the sums so demanded was, therefore, perfectly 
just ; and that the desire to have reversed a sale thus 
circumstanced, upon the single plea of the non-exist¬ 
ence of a kabooliat or kistbundy , was irregular in the 
extreme. 

It was, therefore, finally ordered and decreed, that 
the decision of the Fourth Judge of the Provincial 
Court of Appeal for the division of Dacca, given on 
the 2nd of December 1815, in reversal of the sale of the 
Eidilpore estate, be rendeerd null and of no effect; 
that a decree be made out in favour of the appellants; 
and that the whole costs of suit in both Courts (with 
the exception of the charges of the additional vakeels 
appointed by Mohunny Mohun Thakoor, one of the then 
appellants) be made payable by the respondents. 

The respondents (the present appellants), after hav¬ 
ing presented a petition for a review of the judgment, 
which was refused, applied to His Majesty in Council’ 
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insisting that the decree of the Sudder Dewanny Adaw>- 
Iut ought to be reversed for the following reasons:— 

I. Because the alleged arrear of revenue for which 

the estate was sold, was not justly due from the appel¬ 
lants. • : 

II. Because the arrears, alleged to have become due 
for the two months immediately preceding the sale, 
and subsequent to those in respect of which the sale 
was made, could not be taken into consideration in 
order to support the legality of that sale. 

III. Because the sale of the zemindary for the pur¬ 
pose of paying the alleged arrears of S. R. 2,499, due 
on the engagement of June , 1804, was not warranted 
by the agreement between the parties. 

IV. Because the Board of Revenue was bound by 
the Collector’s acts in accepting the security for pay¬ 
ment of the arrears for which the estate was sold, and 
subsequently of the sum for which the security was 
granted. 

V. Because the amount of property sold was exces¬ 
sive, and unwarranted by the Regulations. 

On the other hand the Government insisted that the 
decree appealed from ought to be affirmed, for the fol¬ 
lowing reason:— 

Because at the time the sale in question took place, 
there was an outstanding arrear of revenue chargeable 
against the estate, sufficient to authorize and sustain 
the sale. 

And the respondents, the Thakoors , in like manner 
insisted on the legality of the decree of the Sudder 
Dewanny, for the following reasons 

I. Because at the time when the sale in question 
took place there was an outstanding arrear of revenue 
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chargeable against the estate, sufficient in law to 
authorize and sustain the sale. 

II. Because the purchaser at the time of the sale, 
and at the time he paid the purchase money, had no 
notice of the objections of the former proprietors to 
such a sale. 

III. Because the prescribed Regulations not being 
complied with on the part of the appellants, so as to 
prevent the sale, it could not now be set aside. 
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Mr. Miller , K.C., and Mr. Wigram, K.C., for 
the appellants, 


Contended that the sale was illegal, for the reasons as¬ 
signed ; they also relied on the circumstance that no 
kabooliat or kistbundy for the payment of the monthly 
kists have been executed by the zemindars ; that the 
sale was made, when in fact, nothing was due, and 
was within the year, without special authority, that the 
sale was excessive and oppressive j and, lastly, because 
the arrear on account of which the sale was made 
was not occasioned by the neglect of the appellants, 
but the default of their sureties, who were alone liable. 
They referred to the following Regulations; I, A. D. 

1793, sec. I, art. 1, 2, 3, 4, and 6 ; Reg. VIII, A. D. 

1793, sec. 2, 3, 20, 23, 25, and 26; Reg. XIV, A. D. 
1793, sec. i,2, 3,7, 9, 10, 13, 14, 22, 26, and 48; 

Reg. Ill, A. D. 1794, sec. 2, 4, 5, 7, ir, and 12; 

Reg. V, A. D. 1796, sec. 1, 2, and 3; Reg. VII, A. D. 
1799, sec. 1, 22, 23, 28, and 30; Reg. I, A. D. i8or, 
sec. 1, 2, 6, 7, 8, 9, and 11 j and cited Thom Kishen 
Sing v. Munsub Ali and others;* and the Govern¬ 
ment and others v. Bhuchook Sing, + which latter 

0 4 Macnaughten, Sud. Dew. Reps. 81. 
t 3 Macnaughten. Sud. Dew. Reps. 5. 


z z. 
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case decided that it is essential to the validity of a 
public sale that the preparatory notice be accompa¬ 
nied by a translation in the current language of the 
country. 

Mr. Serjeant Spankie , and Mr. E. % %*loyd t for 
the respondents, the Government. 

Dr. Lushing ton, and Mr. G. Richards, for the 
respondents, the Thakoors. 

The counsel for the respondents were not called 
upon by their Lordships ; they directed the attention, 
however, of the Court to Regulation V, A. D. 1812, 
sec. 1, 24, 25, and 28, which they submitted was con¬ 
clusive on the validity of the sale. 

Mr. Baron Parke : 

18 February. As this case is represented to be one of great interest 
' ' ** to a numerous class of persons in India, their Lord- 

ships were desirous of hearing both the learned coun¬ 
sel for the appellants before they gave their decision j 
we have now had the opportunity of considering all 
the arguments which could be adduced in support of 
the appeal, and of carefully examining the pleadings 
and proceedings in the native courts; and as we feel 
no doubt as to the course yve ought to pursue, we 
think it unnecessary to trouble the counsel for the re¬ 
spondents. Wp are of opinion that we mu$t recorar 
mend to His Majesty to affirm the depree of the Sud- 
der Dewanny Adawlut. 

The question is, whether the sale by the Easi India 
Company to Mohunny Mohun Thakoor, of the zemindary 
of Eidiipore , was legal . Whether, if the Company had 
a right to sell, tfiey used unnecessary harshness towards 
the appellants in the exercise of that right, is a point 
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on which it is not within our province to form an 
opinion. That question must depend upon the general 
state of the revenue at the time; the habits and dis¬ 
positions of the people, and a variety of considerations 
which can have no place in a court of justice. Our 
duty is to decide on legal rights, and we best discharge 
that duty when we strictly confine ourselves to its per¬ 
formance. 

The right of the East India Company to sell depends 
upon two points :—first, whether there was in this 
case such an arrear of revenue as to authorize a sale : 
and secondly, if there was, whether the entire zemindary 
could be sold, in order to satisfy that arrear. 

The law on this subject is contained in the Regula¬ 
tions, and is very clearly and distinctly expressed. 

The first of these to which it is material to advert, 
is Regulation XIV, A. D. 1793. That Regulation 
recites the importance of arming the collector with 
power to enforce the discharge of the annual revenue, 
without the assistance of the courts of justice; making 

those officers responsible to the parties for the due ex¬ 
ercise of their powers. In sec. 1, it states that as the Col¬ 
lectors have in their possession the engagements of the 
proprietors and farmers, specifying the amount of the 
annual revenue they have agreed to pay, with the 
monthly proportions in which it is to be discharged, 
the collectors cannot suffer by unjust prosecutions: and 
on the other hand the proprietors and farmers will be 
able to prevent the powers of the collectors being ex¬ 
ercised to their detriment, by performing punctually 
the engagements they have entered into with the pub¬ 
lic. It then proceeds to enact, that if the whole, or a 
portion of the last, or instalment, payable in any 
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month, by a proprietor or farmer of land, shall remain 
undischarged on the first of the following month, the 
sum so remaining unpaid shall be considered as an 
arrear of revenue .* The Regulation then specifies the 
powers with which the collectors are armed for the 
recovery of arrears, by causing the defaulter to be con¬ 
fine, and appointing an aumeen t or receiver, t And 
by the 13th section, at the end of the year, if an ar¬ 
rear shall remain due, the Collector is to communicate 
the amount to the Board of Revenue, who are to re¬ 
port to the Governor-General, and recommend the sale 
of such a portion of the estate of the defaulter as may 
be sufficient for the liquidation of the amount: but 
lands are not to be sold, in any case, without the sanc¬ 
tion of the Governor-General in Council. By Reg. 
VII, A. D. 1799, sec. 23, if the balance due to 
Government is not liquidated by. the close of the year, 
the Board of Revenue is to report to the Governor- 
General in Council, and recommend the sale of the 
lands, or such portion as may be necessary to discharge 
the amount due. But no part of that Regulation is to 
be construed to preclude the Governor-General in 
Council from ordering a sale of land within the cur¬ 
rent revenue year, in any particular case wherein he 
may judge it proper to order such sale within a year.J 
If the sale of lands is ordered at Calcutta , security to 
contest the claim must be given to the collector eight 
days prior to the day fixed for the sale, of which day 
proclamation is to be made, not less than a month 
before. 

From these Regulations, it is clear that the Go- 
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vernor-General in Council may legally order a sale for 
the arrears of a monthly instalment before the close of 
the year ; but, in order to warrant that act, there 
must be an arrear of a previous year, or of a monthly 
instalment. 

It is said, for the appellants, that there can be no 
such monthly instalment, unless there be a written en¬ 
gagement, or kistbundy , signed or recognized by the 
zemindar, specifying such instalment, as well as some 
instrument agreeing for the annual amount; and much 
stress is now laid on this objection, although it was 
not brought forward in the Provincial Court. There 
is no doubt that it is most desirable that the collectors 
should take, in every instance, a written engagement, 
signed by the parties to be charged. It appears, by 
the recital the Reg. XIV, A. D. 1793, that it is intended 
that he should do so, for his own protection from vex¬ 
atious suits ; and, unquestionably, he ought to do it 
for the benefit of the zemindars also : but although 
such an instrument was supposed by the Governor- 
General in Council, in enacting that Regulation, to be 
likely to exist, it existence is not made, either ex¬ 
pressly or by implication, a condition precedent to the 
right to enforce the payment of the revenue by monthly 
instalments. If the annual amount of revenue be 
fixed, and agreed for by the zemindar , though not in 
writing, to be paid by certain ascertained monthly in¬ 
stalments, the powers given by the Regulation attach. 
The /list or instalment, in such case, is “ payable 
monthly ,” within the provisions of the Regulations of 
1 793 } upon this point, the decreesof the Provincial 
Court and the Sudder Devvanny agree. The Judges 
of both consider that the want of a written instrument 
constitutes no objection, provided the monthly instaU 
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ments be fixed and determined, though those Courts 
differed in opinion upon the facts as to existence, in. 
this particular case, of that certainty in the amount of 
the monthly payment which is an essential requisite, in 
order to authorize a sale within the year. 

If that requisite be complied with, and an arrear 
exist, the portion of the Regulations to which I have 
referred clearly authorizes a sale, by the Governor-Ge¬ 
neral in Council, within the year. Now the question is, 
does this Regulation authorize a sale of the whole zemitir 
dairy , or only of such a part as may be reasonably suf¬ 
ficient to satisfy the arrears; that is, if more than such 
a portion be sold, is the sale invalid, and does the pur¬ 
chaser acquire no, title ? A short consideration of other: 
portions of the code of Regulations will place the point 
beyond doubt. 

We have before seen, that the Collectors are to re¬ 
commend a. sale of such a portion only as may be suf¬ 
ficient to raise the arrear* Bait* by Regulation III, 
A. I>. 1794, sec. 5, the Board of Revenue may caused 
the lands so specified to be sold, or any other lands 
which they may deem, iit preferable to dispose of. By 
Regulation I, A. D._ 1801, sect* the unqualified ope¬ 
ration of the rules as to, the selection of such portion of 
the lands of the defaulter as may appear.to be suffi¬ 
cient, is said tahave operated prejudicially to the pub¬ 
lic interests, as well as, those of the proprietors them¬ 
selves; and where the jumma, or amount of revenue 
assessed, does, not exceed 500 rupees, the Board is 
authorised to sale the entire etate; and where it ex¬ 
ceeds that sum,, they may still sell the whole; when, 
from the best information, they can obtain of the value, 
the surplus over the arrear is likely to be inconsider¬ 


able. 


ON APPEALS FROM THE EAST INDIES. 


407 


If the provisions of the Regulations had stopt here, 
it might well have been doubted whether the intention 
was not to vest a discretion in the Revenue Board, not 
capable of being impeached, by a suit in the Courts, 
to set aside a sale made by them, and invalidate the 
title of the purchaser; though it seems to have been 
the opinion of the Court of Sudder Dewanny, in the 
case cited from 3 Macnaughten , p. 5, that a sale effected 
before 1812 could be set aside on that ground; but all 
doubt on this question is removed by the enactments of 
Reg. V, A. D. 1812, sect. 24, which expressly de¬ 
clares: “ That the consideration of, and decision on, 
the expediency of selling the entire estate, or of dis¬ 
posing, in the first instance, of any particular part of 
it, is hereby declared to reside in the Board of Re¬ 
venue and Board of Commissioners respectively, sub¬ 
ject to the control exercised by the Government, in its 
executive capacity, in matters connected with the pub¬ 
lic revenue.” Then, by sect. 25, it proceeds to enact, 
that, “No means existing by which any certain or ac¬ 
curate computation can be formed d priori of the real 
value of any estate, or portion of estate, which may 
be exposed to sale, for the recovery of arrears of public 
assessment, or of the adequacy of the price which may 
be offered for such estate, or portion of estate, it is 
hereby declared, that sales made at public auction, for 
that purpose, are not liable to be annulled by the 
Courts of Judicature, on the ground that the proceeds 
of the sales have materially exceeded the amount of 
the arrears due from the proprietor of the lands to Go¬ 
vernment. The Board of Revenue and Board of Com¬ 
missioners will be guided, in cases of that nature, by 
their own discretion ; subject, of course, to any in- 
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structions with which they may at any time be fur¬ 
nished by the Governor-General in Council." 

It would be difficult to find language better calcu¬ 
lated to do away with all objections, on the ground of 
excess, as to the validity of sales made by order of 
the Revenue Board, under the sanction of the Gover¬ 
nor-General, where an arrear existed; and it is im¬ 
possible to deny that such a provision is founded on 
just views of convenience and policy: for if sales were 
to be questioned, and conveyances annulled, by Courts 
of Judicature, on the ground that too much had been 
ordered to be sold, according to their view of the value of 
the estate, no title would be safe, no purchaser would be 
sure of holding his estate ; for nothing could be more 
doubtful and uncertain than the determination of ques- 
toins of probable value by the Judges of the Adawlut 
Courts. All this mischief is obviated by the above 
Regulation of 1812, by which the discretion as to 
quantum is vested in the Board of Revenue ; and 
sales by public auction, under their authority, are 
rendered absolutely secure from all objection as to ex¬ 


cess. 

The law, therefore," is clear, that if there be an 
arrear of the annual assessment, or of a fixed monthly 
hist, or instalment, of that assessment unpaid on the 
first day “of the following month, the Governor-General 
in Council may order a sale, and the Board of Revenue 
may direct the whole estate of the defaulting zemindar 
to be sold. That this is the law, is distinctly admitted . 


f by the appellants themselves; who, in their answers 
to the reasons of appeal, acknowledge that, if there 
be a single defaulted rupee, the'authorities may dis¬ 
pose of the estate i always provided that there be a 
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annual revenues, to become due in the month of Bha~ 
doon (September), and that on that supposition no¬ 
thing was in arrear at the time of the sale, which took 
place on the 16th of Novetnber 1812. If we assume 
this mode of calculation, it appears still that there was a 
small arrear of revenue, both at the time of the pro-* 
clamation for sale, (the 26th of October 1812,) and on 


the 25th Katik (9th of November), the last day on which, 
according to that proclamation, the arrears were receiv¬ 
able at the Collector’s Treasury. The sum due in 
Bhadoon would, on the six-ana calculation, be S. R. 
20,623. 13. 10&. ; and it appears by the Treasury re¬ 
ceipts, that before the 25th Katik (gth of Nov.), S. R. 
20,109 only were actually received, which would leave 
a balance of S. R. 514; but on the 18th of November 
there were paid S. R. 2,499, or » according to the extracts 
of books of the Collector's proceedings, S. R. 2,400, 


though the latter is, probably, a mistake; and the 
collector is admitted to have had orders from the Go- 
verment to receive cash for arrears, even after the 
day mentioned in the advertisements; and therefore, 
if this sum of S. R. 2,499 was received in part on ac¬ 
count of the arrears of Bhadoon , it might be very 


questionable, if after that receipt, and the notification 
of it to the Board of Revenue, which arrived on the 
16th of November, the day appointed, the sale would 
be legal, so far as it depended upon the arrears due in 
Bhadoon (which, as it will subsequenty appears it does 
not.) But if a portion of the S. R. 2,499 is to be a P“ 
plied to discharge the arrears of the annual revenue • 
due in Bhadoon, then another difficulty arises; there 
would be an arrear of a portion of the instalment for 
three months payable upon the engagement entered into 
by the appellants to Government on the 14th of July 
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1804, and the sale of the zemindary would be lawful 
for this arrear, if the appellants were bound by that 
engagement. It was subscribed by them ; it admitted 
the arrears then due to be S. R. 102,902. 3. i2f., it 
specified the mode of payment from 1211 to 1219, 
B. S., inclusive, to be 833 rupees for all the months 
in the year except the last. These monthly payments 
were, at all events, fixed and ascertained, and there 
can be no question, that Government did not forego 
the right of selling the zemindary , if default should 
be made in paying these instalments, by taking, as 
they did, a bond with sureties, by which the estates 
of the sureties also were rendered liable for the due 
payment. 

But it is said, on behalf of the appellants, that they 
were not bound by their engagements of July 1804, be¬ 
cause it was obtained by a sort of duress, namely, the 
threat of an illegal sale of the zemindary for the whole 
arrear of a lac of rupees and upwards, due at that 
time. It is unnecessary to enter into the details of 
that transaction. If the sale was not legal, the zemin¬ 
dar should have questioned it at that time, in due 
course of law. They did not choose to do so, but enr 
tered into an engagement with the Government to pay 
the arrear in ten years, by which they waived all ques¬ 
tion as to the arrear being really due, in consideration 
of a great extension of the time of payment, unaccom¬ 
panied by any charge of interest. With that engage¬ 
ment they complied for seven years and upwards, and 
it is quite impossible for any court of justice to allow 
such a transaction to be now impeached and set .aside. 

But independently of these considerations, from 
which it appears that there must have been an arrear of 
revenue to authorize a sale, even supposing the six- 
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ana custom of computation to apply, their Lordships 
have no doubt but that the view taken oi the case, by 
the Sudder Dewanny Adawlut, was correct. Although 
there were variations in the monthly instalments during 
the early part of the time, in which the zemlndary was 
under the management of the appellants, namely, from 
1211 to 1219, B. S. (A. E>. 1804 to *812), yet for the 
seven last years the sum demanded, up to the end of 
Bhadoon , was always S. R. 26,319. 12, and the several 
monthly payments, composing that sum, according to 
the towjees, or monthly accounts, except in the year- 
1216, corresponded exactly: and the kistbundy in the 
Government Office, for that year, agreed with the tow- 
jees for the other years ; so that there was ample proof 
of a constant course of uniform payment by fixed 
monthly instalments for seven years, forming abundant 
evidence of an agreement between the Government and 
the zemindars for payment of these instalments. 

On this view of the case, there was an arrear of the 
revenue due>t Bhadoon 1219, B. S., the date of the 
proclamation of sale, of upwards of S. R. 10,000; and 
at the time of the sale itself, there was still an arrear 

of S. R. 6,210. 12., comprising three monthly instal¬ 

ments of the old arrears, if those instalments are not 
to be taken to have been paid by the sum of S. R. 2,499 
on the 12th of November , and if they were, then the 
whole of the arrear of S. R. 6,210. 12. was for the 
revenue of 1219, B. S. up to that month. 

The argument for the appellants, that this arrear must 
be considered as having been paid, because the Collector 
received on the 12th of November , a security for this 
sum payable on the 28th, cannot avail them. The duty 
of the Collector was to receive in cash, and it is clear 
from his letter to the Board of the 12th of November 
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1812, that he understood his duty, and took the en 
gagement subject to the approbation of the Board. If, 
as suggested, he assured the zemindars that they had 
saved their estate, he went beyond his authority ; but 
it is not improbable that he meant merely to hold out 
to them the hope that the security would be accepted, 
in which case no sale would have taken place. This, 
unfortunately for the appellants, for reasons into which 
we cannot inquire, the Government decliued to do. 

Their Lordships therefore are of opinion, that the 
sale was, in point of law, valid, and the title of the 
purchaser unimpeached; and will therefore advise His 
Majesty to affirm the decree of the Sudder Dewanny 
Adawlut, and with costs. 
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Nundram Dyaram and; others 

v. 

Dula-Bhaee Kurparam and others 


... Appellants ,, 
... Respondents. 


13 February 

1837. 

The Bombay 
Regulation I, 
A. D. 1800, 
sec. 13, limit¬ 
ing the right 
of action to 
twelve years, 
include suits 
on account of 
land as well 
as personal 
actions. 
Where, there¬ 
fore, a suit 
was instituted 
for the share 
of certain 
lands, some of 
which were 
attached to 
the hereditary 
office of 
Desaye, and 
no satisfac¬ 
tory proof 
was given 
that any de¬ 
mand had 
been made 
in respect 
thereof within 
that period, 
the right of 
action was 
held to be 
absolutely 
barred. 


On Appeal from the Sadder Dewanny Adawlut of 

Bombay. 

On the 28th of April 1820/ the appellants filed their 
plaint in the Zillah Court of Kaira, against the respon¬ 
dents and two other persons, as defendants, to recover 
a moiety or half-share of certain heritable property, 
consisting of. the following particulars: First, the 
share of the produce of several villages in pergunna 
Thanna , attached to a certain hereditary revenue office 
under the Mahratta Government, called Desaye. Second, 
the income of land assigned by Government for the 
support of village officers, known as pussaitd land * 
Third, the village of Jhaleea in enam.t And, fourth, a 
portion of the sayer duties or inland customs and 
taxes of the village of Ulleena. The entire income or 
yearly produce of the one-half share of the several de¬ 
scriptions of property mentioned in the plaint, was 
stated by the appellants to amount to the sum of ru¬ 
pees. 1,130.. 2* 

The defendants (the respondents) \Vere, at and prior 
to the time of: filing the plaint, in exclusive possession 
of the entire estate. The district within which the 

0 Lands of which.the Government share of the revenues is as¬ 
signed to district and. village officers, and to Brahmins, or for the sup¬ 
port of temples or colleges, and residences of religious persons, &c^ 
-j- Gift or grant from the Government. 
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property was situated became part of the British terri¬ 
tories in India in 1817, previously to which it was 
under the Quicowar Government. 

The title set up by the appellants to the subject of 
the suit was, that the whole of the estate in question 
formerly belonged to one Koobcr-das , who held the 
office of Desaye , and was the common ancestor of the 
appellants and the respondents. By the genealogical 
table filed by the appellants, it appeared that Koober- 
das had three sons, Hurjewun, who died without issue, 
Bhookun-das, and Chnttoorbhooj-das : that the appellant 
N undr am claimed as the fifth, and the other appellants 
as the sixth in descent from Koobcr-das through B/100- 
kun-das, and that the defendants were the third and 
fourth in descent through Chuttoorbhooj-das. 

At a very rerrote period, and prior to the year 1765, 
Bhookun-das , or his immediate descendants, quitted the 
place of their birth, and the district within which the 
office of Desaye was exercised, and settled at Surat. 

The respondents, by their answers to the plaint, and 
by their rejoinder, denied the right of the appellants 
to the share claimed by them in the property in dis¬ 
pute, and insisted that the ancestors of the parties, at 
a remote period, entered into an agreement in writing, 
which had been lost or destroyed, that the ancestors 
and family of the appellants should receive from those 
of the defendants, out of the revenues and income of 
the property, a fixed yearly sum of twenty rupees, 
and that this sum had been received and paid for a 
period of ninety years, and the respondents afterwards 

produced divers receipts in confirmation of this state¬ 
ment. 

The office of Desaye , to which the greater part of 
the property was attached, is an office under the 
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Mahratta Government, requiring a performance of 
various public duties connected with the land revenue. 
Every sharer in the profits of the office is liable to be 
called upon to perform those duties-. The ancestors of 
the appellants, by removing from Ulleena , and placing 
themselves in domicile at Surat, were beyond the reach 
of that liability, and avoided the fines and other ex¬ 
penses attending the preservation of the family estate 
during times of trouble and of change Of govern¬ 
ment. 

Upon the trial in the Zillah Court, the respondents 
produced eight receipts, some of theta appearing to be 
signed by ancestors of the appellants, attd others by the 
appellant Nundram Dyaram , for sums received by the 
parties on account of the twenty rupees per annum, 
mentioned in the pleadings as the fixed annual pay¬ 
ment to which the appellant's branch of the family of 
Koober-das was entitled. Two of these receipts, both 
dated Sumvut 1851 (A. D. 1795), were signed by the 
appellant Nundram , and his signature Was deposed to by 
two of the attesting witnesses, who were examined on 
the part of the respondents. These receipts recog¬ 
nise the sum of twenty rupees per annum as a fixed 
and regular payment. 

On the 2dth of November 1821, the Zillah Court, con¬ 
sidering that fche appellants, were clearly established to 
be joint descendants with the respondents, of Koober-das , 
and that the receipts and evidence adduced by the re¬ 
spondents were not entitled to credit, pronounced its 
decree in favour of the appellants, and ordered that 
the costs should be borne by the respondents. 

From this decree Dula-Bhaee Kurparam , and the 
other respondents, appealed to the Sudder Adawlut at 
Bombay . 
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The ordinary pleadings upon appeal having been 
filed by the respective parties, the present appellants, 
who were respondents in the Sudder Adawlut, exa¬ 
mined two additional witnesses, for the purpose of 
proving payments to them of two sums of money on 
account of their share of the general fees of the office 
of Desaye. 

On the 6th of July 1822, the Sudder Adawlut gave 
judgment in the appeal. The Court expressed its 
opinion to be, that at so remote a period it was too 
late to think of disturbing a possession, which neither 
the present appellants nor their ancestors, for at least 
three generations, had done any thing to uphold ; 
merely on account of the descent from a common an¬ 
cestor j but that, as the revenue of the village of Jha- 
leea rested on somewhat different grounds, and that 
some of the pussaila land might also have come into 
the possession of the family by purchase, and thus far 
would be of the same description of property as the 
free lands of Jlialcca (that is, not held nor possessed 
in virtue of the office of Desaye)-. it was ordered, that 
the decree of the Zillah Court be reversed, and the 
suit of the present appellants dismissed, but without 
prejudice to any suit they might be induced to file for 
recovery of a share in the free lands of Jhaleea , or of 
any of the pussaita land which might have been pur¬ 
chased independent of the office of Desaye, or for the 
recovery of any other private rights inheritable by 
them under the Regulations: 

From this decree the present appellants (the ori¬ 
ginal plaintiffs in the suit) appealed to His Majesty in 
Council, relying on the following reasons : 

I. That the title of the appellants to the whole of 

H b b 
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the property claimed by their plaint was satisfactorily 
established, and was not barred by any law of limitation 
applicable to the case. 

II. That no evidence was adduced by the respon¬ 
dents to prove the alleged release of the undisputed 
rights of the appellants' ancestors for the payment of 
twenty rupees a-year. 

III, That the appellants never acknowledged that 
they were not in possession of the emoluments of the 
office of Desaye; and it was not necessary, to con¬ 
stitute a legal right to a share of these emoluments, 
that every member of a family should actually exer¬ 
cise the office. 

The respondents, on the other hand, submitted that 
the decree of the Sudder Adawlut ought to be affirmed, 
and the appeal dismissed, for the following among 

other reasons:— 

I. Because, under the Bombay Regulations, the 
alleged claim and title of the appellants was barred by 

lapse of time. 

II. Because, as to such portions of the property 
specified in the plaint as belonged to the office of 
Desaye , a strong presumption (not rebutted by the ap¬ 
pellants) arose from the evidence, and the nature of 
the office, that the ancestors of the appellants, at a re¬ 
mote period, relinquished the share which might have 
devolved upon them by inheritance, in consideration of 
a fixed annual payment. 

HI. Because, as to such portion of the property spe¬ 
cified in the plaint as did not belong to the office of 
Desaye , there was no evidence of its having formed a 
part of the estate which descended from Koober-das> 
the common ancestor. 


ON APPEALS FROM THE EAST INDIES. 


4 IQ 


Mr. Miller , K.C., and Mr. Wigram, K.C., for 
the Appellants. 

Mr. Serjeant Spankie, and Mr. E. J. Lloyd , for 
the Respondents. 

Mr. Baron Parke: 

There does not appear to have been any recognition 
of the appellants’ title, or any payment on account of 
the lands in question within twelve years, the period 
limited by sec. 13 of Reg. I, A. D. 1800. By that 
section, “The judge is prohibited hearing, trying, or 
determining the merits of any suit whatever, against 
any person or persons, if the cause of action shall 
have arisen twelve years before any suit shall have 
been commenced on account of it: unless the com¬ 
plainant can show, by clear and positive proof, that 
he had demanded the money, or that he directly 
preferred his claim within that period, for the matter 
in dispute, to a court of competent jurisdiction, to try 
the demand, and assign satisfactory reason to the 
Court why he did not proceed in the suit: or that 
either from minority or other good and sulficient 
cause, he had been precluded from obtaining redress.” 
This is a sufficient bar to the appellants’ right, if they 
ever had any, to recover. 

Of the two witnesses produced before the Sudder 
Adawlut, one only speaks to any payment being made 
to the appellants, and that Court, as we think very 
properly, discredited his testimony. The judgment of 
the Court below must be affirmed with costs, 
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Petamber Manik-jee ... ... Appellant , 

v. 

Motee-chund Manik-jee ... ... Respondent* 


On Appeal from the Sudder Dewanny Court of 

Bombay. 


16 May 

•_^ 8 t 3 -L- 

On a question 
whether a 
sub-partner¬ 
ship had been 
entered into; 
the validity 
of which de¬ 
pended on an 
instrument 
produced in 
evidence in 
the Court be¬ 
low ; and 
upon inspec¬ 
tion, as well 
as the evi¬ 
dence in sup¬ 
port of it, 
pronounced 
to be invalid; 
the Judicial 
Committee in 
confirming 
the judgment 
of bothCourts 
below, were 

of opinion that 

they were 
included 
under the 
circumstances 
of the case 


This was an appeal from a judgment of the Sudder 
Adawlut of Bombay, affirming a decree of the Zillah 
Court of Kaira , whereby the suit of the present Ap¬ 
pellant, who was the Plaintiff in the Zillah Court, was 
dismissed with costs. 

The real issue in the suit was, whether a sub-partner¬ 
ship existed between the respondent and the Appellant 
in respect of a certain share belonging to the Appel¬ 
lant in a banking concern at Baroda, which was esta¬ 
blished in the year A. D. 1805, and closed its affairs 
in the year A. D. 1823. The appellant’s claim 
upon the respondent (founded on the alleged sub¬ 
partnership) was for the share of the debts and losses 
of the concern, which the appellant had either paid, 
or for which he was responsible. The respondent 
denied the existence of the sub-partnership, and the 
Zillah Court of Kaira , in the first instance, and after- 

0 Present: Members of the Judicial Committee ,—Lord Wynford, 
Lord Brougham, Mr. Justice Bosanquet, and the Chief Judge of 
the Court of Bankruptcy. 

Privy Councillors,— Assessors, The Right Hon. Sir Edward Hyde 
East, Bart., and the Right Hon. Sir Alexander Johnston. 


from entering 

upon the examination of the instrument itself, though they fully concurred 
in the opinion expressed by the Judge of the Zillah Court, and dismissed 
he appeal with costs. 
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wards the Sudder Adawlut of Bombay , upon appeal, 1837. 
decided that the appellant had failed to establish it by Camber 
evidence. Manik-jee 

V . 

The appellant’s plaint was filed in the Zillah Court Motek- 
of Kaira, on the 1st of March 1824; it set forth that Manik"je k 
the appellant and one Rulun-jee Kalian-das established 
a bank at Baroda on the 23rd of October 1805, in 
which they had equal shares, the business of the con¬ 
cern being carried on in the name of Nursai Bhacc, the 
appellant’s son j that from the day the bank was esta¬ 
blished the respondent took one-half of the appellant’s 
share, and advanced five hundred rupees, which sum 
it was alleged was entered in the books of the appel¬ 
lant’s firm at the village Dakoor. It further alleged 
that, in consequence of the respondent’s refusal to 
contribute his share of the losses sustained by the 
concern, the business of the bank was stopped on the 
2nd of November 1823. The amount of the respon¬ 
dent’s share of the total loss for which the appellant 
represented himself to be primarily liable, was stated 
to be the principal sum of rupees 10,290. 2. 60., for 
the recovery of which, with interest, amounting in the 
whole to rupees 11,745- o. 85., the appellant brought 
his suit. 

The respondent, by his answer to the plaint, denied 

the partnership, or that he had ever advanced any 
money on that account. 

Both parties entered into evidence. 

The appellant’s evidence, so far as it in any degree 
affected or could be used agaiust the respondent, con¬ 
sisted, 1st. Of an agreement alleged to have been signed 
by the respondent, which contained an acknowledgment 
that he had a fourth share in the house at Baroda , and 
the depositions of witnesses in support of that document • 
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2nd. The appellant's account-books, showing entries 
of, and relative to, the payment by the respondent of 
five hundred rupees as his share of the stock of the 
house at Baroda ; and 3rd. A letter alleged to have 
been written and sent, by Huree Narain, an Amin * of 
police, to the appellant at the respondent's request, con¬ 
taining a confession that the respondent had a fourth 
share in the house at Baroda ; and the depositions of 
witnesses to prove that this letter was, in fact, written 
and sent at the respondent's request. 

The agreement was as follows:— 

“I, Mootee Chund , Manik’jee i pass this writing to you, 
Petamber Manik-jee. In the money transactions for 
the district of Petlad with the Patels Jeybhaee , Samul - 
bhaee, and Westa-bhaee , Eshwa?i-das, the persons 
mentioned below have shares, as follows: Bhut Tncum - 
jee Wussun-jee have five and a-half anas, (5 £,) of which 
Jumna-das Sunkurlal and Bechur Joeta have shares ; 
Rutun-jee Kahan-das , who has a shop a Ahmedabad , 
two anas (2) in the rupee ; you have five and a-half 
anas in the rupee, of which I have a fourth share with 
Ju7nna-das Sakurlal, and Bechur Joeta . The remain¬ 
ing three anas (.3) in the rupee belongs to Nursai-bhaee > 
Peta?nber-das's house, in which Rutun-jee Kahan-das 
has half, (one ana and a-half,) and you. have half of 
the remaining ana and a-half, and I the other, being 
three-quarters of an ana each. In this house I have 
a fourth share, as is above stated, sixteen anas (16), 
or one rupee among four persons.” 

On the back of this agreement a paper was pasted, 
containing the following endorsement in the hand¬ 
writing of the respondent. 

0 Commissioner. 
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“ Was divided whatever sum have been received, 
each partner taken his share ; besides this three thou¬ 
sand five hundred rupees (3,500) is due to you by the 
house at Dakoor , which you can take when the money 
comes from Poona ; but this money is entered in 
another book. Until the money arrives from Poona , I 
shall give you interest at the same rate as I usually do. 
—Dated 7th Assin-vud 1874.’' 

This document bore the signature of the respondent, 
and was attested by Pundit Huree Narain, of the vil¬ 
lage of Dakoor, and four other witnesses. 

These witnesses, with the exception of Pundit Huree 
Narain, .vere called and examined by the appellant. 
They all acknowledged their own signatures as attest¬ 
ing witnesses ; but they varied from each other in the 
version they severally gave of the contents of the paoer, 
and in the detail of circumstances attending the alleged 
execution of it by the respondent. A summons was 
issued for his attendance ; but by the Nazir’s return 
upon the summons, it appeared that he had then quitted 
Kaira , and had gone to Baroda. 

On the 2 1st of February 1825, Pundit Huree Narain 
presented a petition to the Court, in which he declared, 
with reference to the document in question, that in 
Sutnvit year 1880, the appellant came to him at Kaira , 
and showed to him a written paper dated 7th Assin-vud 
1874, in the name, and with the signature of the re¬ 
spondent, and requested that as the document had 
not been attested by any one, he. Pundit Huree Narain, 
would do so, and that by this means his signature had 
been obtained. 

Pundit Huree Narain left Kaira without being ex¬ 
amined, and shortly afterwards died. On the 17th of 
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June 1825, the appellant presented to the Court 
another declaration in writing, signed by Pundit Huree 
Narain , bearing date at Dakoor> 2nd Katik-sood 
1881, ( October 1824,) and which was attested by {wo 
witnesses. By this declaration it was stated that 
the paper or agreement before referred to, was ex¬ 
ecuted by the respondent on the day on which it 
bears date, and was duly attested by Pundit Huree 
Mamin- The witnesses to this declaration deposed to 
its having been signed by Pundit Huree Narain in their 
presence. 

The Zillah Court considered that the evidence of the 
other attesting witnesses to the respondent's alleged 
agreement, could not be relied upon as establishing the 
fact that the respondent executed the paper to which 
their testimony referred; and that the paper itself bore 
evident marks of being spurious and fabricated. The 
Court submitted the document to the examination of 
five Shroffs or bankers, who were directed to give their 
opinion whether the four last lines and the signature 
on the back of it were written in the same hand-writing 
as the first part; and if there were any thing else in the 
document which they should think it necessary to 
mention, they were to do so. The answer of these 
five bankers was, that they had carefully examined the 
document referred to them, and they thought that a 
part of the paper had been cut off j that, in their opinion, 
the writing from the commencement of the document 
down to the bottom of the first page, was in the same 
hand-writing, but that the four lines on the back, and 
the signature, were in a different hand-writing. 

The appellant also produced certain books of ac¬ 
count, which contained, among other entries, one re- 
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Iating to the payment of five hundred rupees by the 
respondent, on account of the stock or capital of the 
partnership concern. 

The Zillah Court, however, referred the books to the 
examination of the Shroffs or bankers, who reported 
that various erasures and alterations were apparent; that 
some of the entries affecting the respondent appeared 
to have been recently made, and that, in their opinion, 
agreeably to the custom of bankers, the item relied 
upon of five hundred rupees credited in the name of 
the respondent, could not be considered as a proper 
one. 

The appellant endeavoured also to fix upon the 
respondent an admission or confession made by him to 
Huree Ndrain, an Amin of police, that he had a fourth 
share in the house at Baroda. He was examined on 
behalf of the appellant; and stated that, on the ist of 
sslargasira-vud 1880 (February 1824, A. D.) Rutun-jee 
at ten o’clock in the forenoon, sent for the witness to 
his house at Dakoor , whither the witness proceeded, 
and found there the respondent, Kapoor Chnnd Ma - 
nik-jee and Rutun-jee; on which occasion the respon¬ 
dent told the witness that he, the respondent, had a 
fourth share in the house at Baroda , and was also in¬ 
debted to the appellant in the sum of 3,500 rupees, 
being the amount of his share of the Petlad collec¬ 
tions: for the recovering of both of which the appel¬ 
lant had gone to Kaira , for the purpose of instituting 
a suit against the respondent, and that the respondent 
then requested the witness to call the appellant back, 
as the respondent wished to settle it ; in consequence 
of which the witness wrote and despatched a letter to 
that effect to the appellant. This letter was produced 
by the appellant, and was verified by the witness Ka~ 
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poor-chund, who, together with one Vujeram , bearer 
of the letter, was represented to have been present on 
the occasion at which the conversation between Amin 
Huree Narain and the respondent took place, was also 
examined by the appellant. His testimony varied from 
that of Amin Huree Narain in some of the incidents of 
the alleged meeting at the house of Rutun-jee on the 
1st of Margasira-vud 1880. 

The only evidence produced by the respondent was 
with reference to the disputed document already noticed. 
The object of the respondent’s evidence was to prove 
an alibi at the time when it was alleged he executed the 
document in question. The Zillah Court, however, 
placed no reliance upon this evidence. 

On the 5 th day of September 1825 the Zillah Court 
of Kaira , after a full examination of the appellant’s 
documents and the depositions of his witnesses, de¬ 
clared its opinion that the appellant had totally failed 
to establish the respondent's share in the banking con¬ 
cern at Baroda, and accordingly dismissed the suit 

with costs. 

From this decree of dismissal the appellant appealed 
to the Sudder Adavvlut of Bombay , by which Court 
the decree of the Zillah Court was, on the 21st day of 
March 1826, affirmed with costs. 

The appellant appealed from the last -mentioned de¬ 
cree to His Majesty in Council, praying that the deci¬ 
sion of the Sudder Adawlut of Bombay might be 
reversed, for the following reasons:— 

I. Because the appellant clearly proved that the re¬ 
spondent had a share in the house established under 
the name of Nursai-bhaee Petamber-das, 

II. Because the appellant ought to have had an op¬ 
portunity of proving that the Shroffs > to whom the ex* 
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amination of the agreement and of the books of the 
appellant was referred, were disposed to act with par¬ 
tiality towards the appellant, or to make any other 
legal objection to those nominated which he was pre¬ 
pared to establish. 

III. Because it is no objection to the validity of an 
instrument that the body of it is written by another 
person, provided it be proved to have becn’signed by 
the party intended to be bound by it after it has been 
so written ; and the irregularities (if any) in the ap¬ 
pellant’s books constitute no bar to his claim, of which 
they could have found no legal proof. 

The respondent, on the other hand, relied for a con¬ 
firmation of the decrees of the Courts below, on the 
following reason 

That, by the evidence adduced by the appellant in 
the Zillah Court of Kaira, it was not proved that the 

respondent had any share or interest in the banking- 
house in question in this appeal. 

Mr. Miller, K.C., and Mr. Wigram, K.C., for 
the Appellant. 
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Mr. Serjeant Spankie ,, and Mr. E. J, Lloyd , for 
the Respondent. 


Lord Wynford : 

Their Lordships do not think it necessary to call 
upon the respondent’s counsel: this is in fact an ap¬ 
peal against two judgments : the judgment of the Zillah 
Court of Kaira, confirmed by the Sudder Adawlut of 
Bombay ; the latter Court making no observations, but 
merely confirming the judgment given by the Court 
below. 

The question depends entirely upon facts; and in a 
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case coming before this Court, depending upon facts, 
which have received the judgment of two Courts in 
Inditty this Court ought not to set aside the last judg* 
ment, unless it can see very clearly that that judgment 
is wrong. It must be most completely satisfied it was 
wrong and inconsistent with the justice of the case, and 
against the facts. So far from that being the case iu 
the present case, their Lordships are of opinion that, 
if those facts had been presented to us in the first in¬ 
stance, we should have given the same judgment as 
pronounced by the two Courts in India. This case de* 
pends upon an instrument purporting to be an agree* 
ment entered into by the respondent Motee-chund} 
and appears to be subscribed by the respondent, and 
to be witnessed by the pundit, Huree Hardin , who has 
alone given evidence to prove that the signature was 
formally affixed to it, and four other parties; but 
Huree Narain is the only one who says he saw the re¬ 
spondent execute it. With respect to the validity of 
this instrument, it is enough for us to refer to the 
judgment of the Court below, without going through 
the circumstances of the case. 

Let us see, therefore, what the Zillah Court says 
upon the subject: “On examining this paper, it appears 
that part of the original paper has been cut off, and 
four lines, just above the signature, written at the 
back of it: these four lines, and the signature, are 
written iu a different hand-writing from the first part 
of the document. The Court, in order to have this 
point well ascertained, thinks it necessary to show it 
to some bankers; and a question is put to the follow* 
ing bankers, who are there named.” Now here, it 
must be observed, that the Court itself found that in¬ 
strument had been mutilated in the manner stated 
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upon their own view of it, without the assistance of 
the bankers j and that, in our opinion, gets rid of the 
objection made to these persons having been called in : 
for we get the fact here stated, by the Judge of the 
Zillah Court, that the instrument had been mutilated 
by a part of the document being cut off, and that the 
four lines on the back of it, and the signature, are 
written in a different hand-writing from the first part 
of the instrument. 

It is material that we should take notice that only 
one subscribing witness saw this instrument signed * 
and, putting that witness out of the question, why 
may not some very important lines have been cut off 
from the original document? Cutting the paper off 
entirely, so that the signature, which was at the bot¬ 
tom of the first paper, might be added, by intro¬ 
ducing another paper with those four lines upon it; 
and the genuine signature, applicable to a different 
transaction, is appended to this paper, which is in this 
state : and, but for the evidence of this one witness, 
there is no testimony in this cause which goes the 
length of disproving that circumstance. Now is there 
any court in the world that would receive such an in¬ 
strument, cut in the manner that this is, without more 
satisfactory evidence than has been produced? If a 
plaintiff produces a bond in this country, or any other 
instrument, which appears to have been altered, the 
Court will not receive it, or act upon it, till it is most 
satisfactorily proved by all the subscribing witnesses at 
the least, and other evidence, that that alteration was 
made antecedently to the signature : there is no such 
evidence here, and this is the whole of the case of the 
plaintiff below. 

There is a circumstance which ought to be noticed : 
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Huree Narain , amin of police, says the defendant ad¬ 
mitted he was a partner in the house; but we cannot 
admit that that is sufficient to buoy up an instrument 
that is beaten down by all’the facts that appear. 

Under these circumstances, the Court, so far from 
thinking they have that satisfactory evidence that will 
enable them to reverse two judgments in India , where 
the Judges had an opportunity not only of hearing the 
witnesses, which is a great advantage they have over 
us in that respect, and where they had an opportunity 
of seeing this instrument; for though an English Judge 
might not have understood the writing, the manner 
in which these alterations were made, might have 
given us strong reasons for forming a conclusion with 
respect to this matter; but under these circumstances 
the Court is of opinion, that the appeal must be dis¬ 
missed ; and as this case, on the view we have taken 
of it, is founded in forgery at the least, and most 
likely forgery supported by perjury, we think it ought 
to be dismissed with costs. 
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Khoorshed-jee Manik-jee ... Appellant, 

v. 

Mehrwan-jee Khoorshed-jee and ) 

Dada-bhaee Khoorshed-jee ... f^ es / > 0 ?u ^ ef ds* 

On Appeal from the Sudder Dewanny Court of Bombay. 


The appellant claimed to be the acting executor of 

Khoorshed-jee Koomvur-jce, a Parsee merchant, who 

resided and carried on business at Surat, and was 

possessed of considerable property both there and at 
Bom day. 

The respondents were sons and heirs of Khoorshed- 
jee Koonumr-jee. Upon his death, which happened on 
the igth of September 1815, they entered into posses¬ 
sion of the shop, and continued the business of their 
deceased father, and in that character they paid and 
received money, engaged in various transactions, and 
sued and were sued in the Adawlut. 

° Present : Members of th e Judicial Committee ,—Lord Wynford 

Lord Brougham, Mr. Justice Bosanquet, Mr. Baron Parke, and 

the Right Hon. Thomas Erskine, Chief Judge of the Court of Bank¬ 
ruptcy. 

Privy Councillors, Assessors, the Right Hon. Sir Edward Hyde 
East, Bart., and the Right Hon. Sir Alexander Johnston. 


22 & 23 
June 1837. 

The heirs of a 
Parsee mer¬ 
chant hav¬ 
ing, upon 
his death, 
taken posses¬ 
sion of his 
shop and con¬ 
tinued tocarry 
on his busi¬ 
ness for nearly 
two years, the 
Courts below, 
refused to 
disturb their 
possession 
upon the pro¬ 
duction of a 
will, by which 
the business 
was directed 
to be carried 
on by the exe¬ 
cutor fortheir 
benefit, until 
he should 


to admit them into possession • HpM hv fi, j- • i ^ think proper 

CounciJ affirming the judgments of the Courts Lfow tfaTX^b^ — 
Irom producing the will for the ahn™ • . 1 nat the abstaining 

the appellant tithe ^ part 

business, and was therefore a virtual compliance i t J'' * e f ta u te and 
Semble —Where an instrument wA j • *7 the terms of the wil1 - 

upon in the Courts below, this Court will lltentir’*? Vi. probate ' and acted 
the instrument is sufficiently proved or not. °‘ he question whether 
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1837. About two years after the death of Khoorshed - 

Khoorshed- jee Koonwur-jee, his son-in-law, Peshtun-jee Veer-jee, 
JE f produced a will and codicil, which he alleged to have 

Manik je k een ma( j e by Khoorshed-jee Koonwur-jee, and given to 

him by the testator, three days before his death. The 

shed-jee will, which was stated to be in the testator s hand- 

Dada”bhaee writing, was not signed, hut purported to be witnessed 

Khoorshed- by three witnesses, and was as follows: 

JEE * “May the beneficent Hormuz* always grant me his 

assistance, and may every thing be done according to 

this writing which 1 make, and may no Saheb\ people, 

nor my executors, nor the heads or priests of my 

caste, nor any other great person, alter this my writing 

in any way. May whatever I write be confirmed j for 
which purpose may Hormuz , out of his goodness, 

grant my request, that all which I write may be esta¬ 
blished. 

The writing of the most humble of the followers 
of the Prophet Zerdusht, Khoorshed-jee Koo?iwnr-jee 
Achawarea. That the reason of this writing is, that I 
have drawn out two papers of my circumstances, the 
first of which is this paper; and there is another paper, 
stating the violence, and tyranny, and oppression they 
have exercised, and how they have ruined me as to 
thousands of rupees, and in character and reputation, 
and in every manner of way: from which paper infor¬ 
mation will be obtained. Concerning that, agreeably 
to the circumstances, the oppressor should be made 
answerable, and whatever is due to me by these people 
should all be made to be paid into my shop: my exe¬ 
cutors shall receive it from them. And on my decease 

© A beneficent spirit according to the Parsee creed, 
f Master or lord ; a teem of authority or respect. 
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my executors shall carry on the shop hi my name, and 
whatever there may be of mine, a poor man, shall be 
kept by the executors on account of the shop; and 
whatever profit may be produced from the shop, out of 
that my executors, who are three persons, (vis, Modcc- 
jcc Hormuz-jec Bhcem-jce , and Khoorshed-jee Manik-jce 
Shroff of Bombay, and Peshtan-jec Vcer-jcc ,) shall 
carry on my shop. I have two children, but neither 
of the two have any kind of civilization, and in every 
respect they are foolish and ignorant, and they throw 
away all the property like dust, therefore I am entirely 
helpless as to both of them. If Mehrwan-jec-bhaee and 
Dada-bhaee mend their manners it is well, aw?, if you 
think proper, you may place them in the shop to carry 
on the business, provided they do not do any thing 
improper to the value of one dokra ; but if they do 
any thing improper they are not to be placed. And if 
these two brothers live separate, they are to live in my 
house; for the expenses of these two brothers there 
shall be furnished in an equal manner out of the pro¬ 
duce of my shop. As to Mehrwan-jce Khoorshed-jee 
and Dada-bhaee Khoorshed-jee, the first is this : there 
shall be furnished them a yearly stock of provision, 
grain, rice, batty of the soockwel and saree sort, and 
toor, doll, and wheat, and joowar, and lamp-oil, and 
firewood, and cow-dung, and pickles, and oil, and 
onions, and saffron, and pepper for mussala. All these 
shall be supplied in such quantity as the man and wife 
and one servant may require. Afterwards, if God give 
them children, then more shall be given when it is 
required j otherwise, according to what is written, shall 
be for one year. And the necessary clothes shall be 
furnished once a year to Mehrwan-jee and his wife, and 
to Dada-bhaee and his wife; and if they have any chil¬ 
li dd 
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dren, they shall also be supplied with clothes. And 
for the marriage and other ceremonies of the children 
which they may have, there shall be furnished out-of 
the shop according as may be suitable to a poor man 
like me. And there shall be given to them each day 
half a rupee in cash for the daily expenses of fish and 
vegetables, and ghee, and they may do with it what 
they please. And of two servants, each brother shall 
keep one, and give such monthly wages as may be 
proper j and they are to keep good humble people, and 
their wages shall be paid out of the shop. In this 
manner there shall be paid equally to my Mehrwan-jee 
and Dada-bhaee. And in my house there are kept 
up continually through the thirty days of the month 
the chaloodian and patroo (or ceremonies for the dead), 
and they shall be continued always, and wheat for dron 
ceremony 'throughout the year, and one egg daily, and 
a durea df fruit, and the yearly allowance for nosegays, 
and the yearly allowance for the reading or praying 
of the Mobeds * and what I allow always for the yaes or 
prayers, &c., according as the Mobed may stay, and 
do and pray, he shall receive yearly. And in the 
manner I used to perform the annual festivals for my 
father and mother and children, and for my deceased 
ancestors for seven generations, so shall these be per¬ 
formed And in the manner I used to perform the 
festivals for the deceased of Dada Muneds house, and 
of my mother’s father’s house, so shall they be per¬ 
formed : the festival of no one shall be allowed to sm 

into oblivion. The expenses of the fcst'vals of aU the 

deceased may be laid out by Mehrwan-jee .f he please 
and the expenses of these fest.vals, and of the ne 


• The ministering priests of «the Parsees. 
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year, shall be drawn by Mehrwan-jee out of the shop. 
And if the two brothers and their two wives will live 
together in friendship, then they are to eat together, 
and their clothes and food shall all be furnished 
together yearly, and they shall eat together; and for 
the fish, and vegetables, and ghee of the two, they 
shall receive one rupee. And if they cannot live 
together and they do not agree, as this is a bad world, 
then they may live separately ; and, according as it is 
written, each shall receive for his own expenses, and 
they shall eat separately. If they live together, they 
shall perform together the ceremonies for the dead and 
of the new year ; and if they live separately and Mehr¬ 
wan-jee perform these ceremonies, he shall receive the 
expenses; and if Dada-bhaee has to perform them, to 
lay out the expenses for the ceremonies for the dead 
and the new year belongs to Mehrwan-jee , the elder, 
and it is fitting for him to do it ; the ceremonies for 
the dead shall thus be performed. And the two bro¬ 
thers and their wives shall eat together, and during 
the eighteen days of the new year’s ceremony they 
shall eat together. The two brothers shall live in 
harmony and shall not quarrel or fight. The men do 
not fight, they always live in good friendship j but the 
women, in these days, cannot live in friendship; there¬ 
fore if they live together it is very well, otherwise 
Mehrwan-jee shall lay out the expenses on receiving 
from the shop. And if it cannot be done in this 
manner, then Mehrwan-jee is to observe the new year 
ceremonies one year, and to perform the ceremonies 
for the dead j and if Dada-bhaee pleases, he may 
observe the new year's ceremonies one year. They are 
to divide each year between them ; one year Mehr- 
wan-jce, the next year Dada-bhaee. I write this that no 
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one may make any quarrel. I adjure you, Mehrwan - 
jee and Dada-bhaee , by the beneficent Hormuz and the 
prophet Zerdusht, that whether you live together or 
separately, live in friendship, do not quarrel; and on 
the day of the ceremonies for the dead, dine together, 
as also during the new year festival. Take care, if 
you alter what I have done, there is the oath of the 
beneficent Hormuz .” 

The codicil, which was dated on the day of the de¬ 
cease of the testator, was not in his hand-writing. It 
was witnessed by two witnesses, and was in the follow¬ 


ing terms: 

“Tuesday ist Bhadra-vud 1871, (19th of Septem¬ 
ber 1815,) Farwardin, 19th of the 12th month Amerdad 
of the Sursum. To Modee Hormuz-jee Bheem-jee , and 


Hakim-jee Kaoos-jee Roostum-jee, and Muncher-jee 
Khalifa-jee, written by direction of Khoorshed-jee Kun- 
wur-jee .—That, in the presence of you three persons, 
I do direct to write my last will, according to which 


you must stand forward and direct to be given. The 
particulars are: 1 formerly made a will, in which I 
have appointed as my executors two persons, Modee 
Hormuz-jee Bheem-jee, and Khoorshed-jee Manik-jee 
Surat, and they shall act according to the writing (or 
will), and cause others to act. In that writing (or 
will) I did not give directions about giving any thing 
to any one, therefore there thall be given to every one 
according to this my writing; also the ceremonies re¬ 
garding my daughters shall be defrayed out of my 
shop. In the manner I used to do, every thing shall 


be done. 

' “ My wife’s ornaments and clothes, whatever there 
are, shall be divided and given to three persons: my 
daughters, Motcc-bacc and Koomvur-bace, and my 
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daughter’s daughter, Dossa-bace . On converting these 
things into money, make and give separate property to 
the three persons. 

“The notes and papers belonging to my wife, and 
the debts due to her by people, shall be delivered to 
my two daughters. They shall be divided and delivered 
to Motce-baee and Koonwur-bace . There shall be given 
according to my writing : 

“To my two daughters there shall be given, on my 
part, property to the amount of rupees 10,000. To the 
two, separately, as follows :— 

“ To Moteebace, to the value of ... Rupees 5,000 

“To Koonwur-bacc, to the value of r oon 
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Rupees io.ooo 


I he expenses for my funeral ceremonies shall be 
paid out of my shop, to the extent of 500 rupees more 
than were laid out in my wife’s funeral ceremonies. 

The expenses for the marriage of my daughter's 
daughter shall be paid out of the shop. 

“At the death of my sister, Veer-baee, and of my 
nephew, Furjoon-jee , there shall be paid out of my 
shop, for the funeral expenses of both, rupees 400, and 
their funeral ceremonies shall be performed. 

“When my nephew’s son is married, then there 
shall be paid rupees 200, to Furjoon-jce.” 

The codicil then gave several pecuniary legacies to 

various of the testator’s relations, and then proceeded 
in these terms: 

To Rullon-bacc, the daughter of my wife’s sister, 
there shall be given property to the amount of 200 
rupees, and with the produce thereof she shall be fur¬ 
nished with clothes, and she shall live and eat in my 
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house as long as she lives ; and.whemshe dies, the 200 
rupees shall be laid out in her funeral ceremonies. 

“Among my two servants, Nowshirwan and Fram- 
jee, pay ioo rupees at some happy, festival*”' 

On the nth oh August 1817, the appellant proved 
this will and codicil in the- Recorder’s Gourt at Bom¬ 
bay, and on the 30th of December 1817, he filed a plaint 
against the respondent, in-the Zillah Court of Surat , to 
recover the property of the testator, which they had 
succeeded to and possessed themselves of, the value 
of which he estimated at two lacs of rupees. 

The respondents put in separate answers, and in 
these, and also in the rejoinders which they filed to the 
reply by the appellant, insisted that the will was in¬ 
valid, because it was not dated, witnessed, or signed. 
They also claimed a right to see the original will and 
codicil, and insisted that they were entitled to the whole 
of their father’s property, as his heirs. 

Much evidence was entered into on both sides. The 
appellant produced the probate copies of the will and 
codicil, which by an order of the Sudder Adawlut the 
Court at Surat was directed to receive as evidence, the 
Recorder’s Court having refused to part with the ori¬ 
ginal documents. He also produced the correspond¬ 
ence of the respondents with other members of the fa¬ 
mily, and the vivd voce testimony of Hormuz-jee and 
Muncher-jee Khalifa, the two witnesses to the alleged 

codicil- 

On the part of the respondents it was proved, that 
since their father’s death their names had been used in 
the Courts of justice as his heirs, and that they had, 
since that time, paid and received money on account 

of his estate. 

On the 1 oth of September 1819, the Zillah Court 
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gave judgment in this cause, when the Judge stated, 
that, in the opinion of the Court, ‘‘the plaintiff had no¬ 
thing in his favour but the will; and even by the will 
itself, it did not to the Court appear that his case 
could be supported. It distinctly said, that though 
the defendants were thoughtless and extravagant, still 
they were, on altering their course of life, to be ad¬ 
mitted to the management of the estate. And who 
should say that they had not effected this reforma¬ 
tion ? The plaintiff had not attempted it.” The Court 
accordingly decreed, “ That the plaintiff do give in a 
fair and just account of all property and sums of money 
which had come into his hands j and when, after the 
several legacies directed by the will shall be paid, a 
general release shall be granted by both parties to each 
other,and the whole balance of the estate remain in the 
possession of defendants. Each party to pay his own 
costs in" the first instance, and, on the final settlement, 
the plaintiff’s costs to be deducted and allowed to 
him.” 

The appellant appealed from this decision to the 
Provincial Court at Surat, which, on the 18th of July 
1820, confirmed the decree of the Zillah Court. This 
latter decree was in the following terms: “In addi¬ 
tion to the reasons stated by the Zillah Judge, in 
which this Court generally concurs, it appearing that 
the appellant, asserting himself to be an executor of 
the will of the late Khoorshed-jee Koomvur-jcc, has 
omitted or neglected to execute the trust reposed in 
him for nearly two years after the death of the said 
Khoorshed-jee , which, by section 2, Regulation V, of 
1802, he was empowered to have undertaken imme¬ 
diately ; and this delay occurred, notwithstanding his 
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knowledge of the existence of the second will or codicil* 
dated the 19th of September 1815, by which his exe¬ 
cutorship is recognized. Admitting the first will was 
not forthcoming for a time, the Court considers that, 
under the suspicious circumstances in which the docu¬ 
ments are produced, the sons of the late Khoorshed-jee 
were justified by section 3, of the same Regulation, in 
taking possession of the property they are the un¬ 
doubted heirs to, upon the ground that their father had 
died intestate, and managing the estate, to all intents 
and purposes, in as full and complete a manner as they 
would be legally entitled to do, were no will of their 
father in existence. And this appears to have been 
the case, by their having continued in their own names 
a suit instituted by their father, and obtained decrees 
thereon in the different Courts up to the Sudder 
Adawlut, without let or obstruction on the part of the 
alleged executor. Neither the will or the codicil are, 
in the opinion of the Court, free from suspicion of hav¬ 
ing been fabricated; and this suspicion is not removed 
by the mere exhibition of the probate of the docu¬ 
ments.” 

The appellant appealed from this decision to the 
Sudder Adawlut .of Bombay, which, on the 13th of 
August 1822, made [their decree in the following 
terms : 

“The Sudder Adawlut, after a most attentive con¬ 
sideration of the whole of the pleadings and exhibits 
filed in the several stages of this case, concurring in 
the views taken of the same by the former Courts, have 
accordingly determined, that the decision of the late 
Court of Appeal, passed on the 18th of July 1820, 
confirming the decree of the Zillah Court of Surat, 
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dated the 10th o( September 1819, be affirmed, the 
appellant bearing the whole of the costs in the Sudder 
Adawlut.” 

The appellant appealed from this last decree to His 
Majesty in Council, upon the following reasons: — 

I. Because the will and codicil in question were 
such as a Court of Equity can and ought to execute, 
and the construction put upon them by the Zillah, and 
subsequently confirmed by the Provincial and Sudder 
Adawlut Courts, were at variance with the general in¬ 
tention and express words of the testator. 

II. Because the appellant did not in fact, omit 
or neglect to execute the trusts reposed in him for 
nearly two years after the death of the testator, as was 
stated in the decree of the Provincial Court, nor would 
such omission or neglect, had it actually occurred, have 
precluded him from asserting his rights, for the benefit 
of the legatees and other persons interested under the 
will. 

III. Because no regulation or law, justifies heirs 
in taking possession of property, in direct contra¬ 
vention of the provisions of a will and codicil, which 
their father had an acknowledged right to make and 
execute. 

IV. Because there was no good ground for sus¬ 
pecting any fabrication of the will and codicil in 
question, which had been duly proved in the proper 
Court of Probate, and which no evidence was ever ad¬ 
duced to impeach. 

The respondents, on the other hand, relied on the 
following reasons :— 

I. Because the paper propounded by the appellant 
as the will of the deceased was not a valid will. 

II. Because those provisions of the alleged will 
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which relate to the deceased’s shop and business are 
void for uncertainty. 

III. Because the discretion conferred upon the 
executors is strictly personal and joint, which was in¬ 
competent to the appellant alone to exercise. 

IV. Because the respondents, after full knowledge 
of the will, were permitted to remain in possession and 
carry on the business after the death of the deceased, 
and there is no proof of improper conduct on their 
part, the executors must be taken to have authorized 
that possession, as directed by the will, and cannot, 
without cause assigned, resume it. 

V. Because the respondents were beneficially en¬ 
titled, as the sons and heirs of the deceased, to his re¬ 
siduary estate which is undisposed of. 


Mr. Miller, K.C., and Mr. Wigram, K.C., for 
ihe Appellant, 


Mr. Serjeant Sfiankie, and Mr, E. J. Lloyd , for the 


Respondents. 



Mr. Baron PARKE.: 

This case comes before their Lordships in an appeal 
against a decree of the Sudder Dewanny Adawlut, af¬ 
firming a decree of the Provincial Court, which decree 
affirmed a previous decree of the Zillah Court. We 
have therefore three concurring judgments of the Courts 
below, upon which we are called upon to advise His 

Majesty. 

The rule upon which this Court has universally acted, 
is to affirm the judgment, unless they see that the judg¬ 
ment is clearly wrong. In this case, their Lordships 
after looking at the evidence, and taking great pains 
upon the subject, cannot pronounce ah opinion that 
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these decrees are wrong, and the result will be, that 
these decrees are to be affirmed. 

One question made in the argument to-day was, 
whether the will and codicil, or either of them, were 
sufficiently proved. Upon that their Lordships pro¬ 
nounce no opinion. The ground upon which the 
Courts have proceeded is, that taking the will and co¬ 
dicil to be proved, the plaintiff has no right to institute 
a suit to be let into possession of the unadministered 
effects of the testator, and that when the sons were let 
into possession, there was an end of the right of the 
executors to interfere. That appears to have been 
the ground upon which the Courts proceeded, that it 
was not a power of control to be exercised by the 
executors from time to time, according to the conduct 
of the children ; but if they (the children) showed a 
disposition to amend, it was for the executors to con¬ 
sider whether they would let them into the shop; their 
admission to the management was to be dependent 
upon their own conduct j but if they were once let into 
the possession of the concern, the power of the exe¬ 
cutors was at an end, and the Sudder Court did not 
see any sufficient reason to differ from the opinion of 
the Zillah Court, but followed the decree of the Pro¬ 
vincial Court in that appeal. 

If that be the true construction of the will, it be¬ 
comes a mere question of fact, whether this executor 
did let the sons into possession of the shop, and the 
management of the concern. There appears on the 
part of the defendants, a certain quantity of proof given 
of their having continued to act in the administration 
of the estate of the testator, they continued to manage 
the concern, they sued for, and paid debts; that is the 
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positive evidence given by the defendants ; and then 
Jlormuz-jee is examined by the plaintiff, and gives not 
very clear or satisfactory evidence upon that subject: 
according to the account, he appears^to have said, that 
the plaintiff so far continued in the management of the 
concern, that he would not suffer access to a chest, 
except in his presence ; and when he is examined as to 
the part that the defendants took, and whether the 
plaintiff himself really acted as vakeel or executor, his 
evidence shows that the sons were permitted by the 


executor to take possession and act in the management 
of the testator’s affairs. In another part of the 
same examination, in answer to a question put by the 
Court, “Was the business which Mehrwan-jee an 

Dacia-bhaee managed for a period of four years, right 
and proper?’’ he could not deny that they were in the. 
actual management of the business, but he gives aft 

evasive answer, “They do not at P resent 

siness properly.” The result that the Zillah Court 

came to was, that the sons had been admitted com¬ 
pletely to the management of the concern. That is one 
of the grounds they allege for their judgment, and 
this Court cannot see that the Zillah Court, who were 

the proper Judges of the matter of fact, upon the tes¬ 
timony produced, have come to a wrong conclusion m 
that respect. On that ground their Lordships are pre¬ 
pared to advise His Majesty, that the decree of the 
Zillah Court, and the other decrees that follow it, 
should be affirmed. This becomes a mere question of 
fact, whether the vakeels named in the will, admitting 
;t to have been properly proved, admitted the sons to 
take the actual management, and in that .we are o 
opinion that permission was given, and if they 
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once given that permission, then control is at an 
end. 

Upon these grounds their Lordships think the judg¬ 
ment below should be affirmed, but iu consequence of 
the difficulties in the case, and the great obscurity of 
the will itself, they think the decree should be affirmed 
without costs. 
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Gholam Russool and Jafir Shah Appellants , 



Mussumat Mughlo, Meer Tofyl 
Ali Khan, Meer Fyz-oollah 
Khan, and Sheikh Ramzani ... 

t 


^Respondents.* 


0 ?i Appeal from the Sudder Dewanny Court of 

Bengal. 


23 June 1837. 

The Sudder 
Dewanny 
Court having, 
upon theexa- 
mination of 
the evidence 
of pedigree, 
and the opi¬ 
nion of the 
law officers of 
the Court, re¬ 
versed the de¬ 
cision of the 
Provincial 
Court, in a 
claim, which 
was otherwise 
barred by the 
Bengal Regu¬ 
lations of Li¬ 
mitation, the 
Judicial Com¬ 
mittee dismis¬ 
sed an appeal 
from the deci¬ 
sion of the 
Sudder Court 
under such 
circumstances 
with costs. 


t 


This was an appeal from a decree of the Sudder 
Dewanny Adawlut, made on the 5th of July 1819, 
reversing a previous decision of the Provincial Court of 
Patna , of the 23rd of May 1819, pronounced in favour 
of the present appellants. 

The subject of dispute was the right of succession 
to a very large estate, both real and personal, origin¬ 
ally acquired by Meer Ufzul and Meer Ushruf\ who 
held successively high situations in the service of the 
East-India Company at Patna , (or Azimabad,) in the 
province of Bahar. After the deaths of Meer Ushruf s 
only son, Meer Gholam Ghouson , on the 14th of Safar 

1187 Hijra (6th of May, A. D. 1773), and of his only 
daughter, Mussumat Afneena, on the 25th of Shaban 

1188 Hijra (29th November , A. D. 1774,) the estate in 
question was taken possession of. by Meer Ushruf s 
sister, Beeby Isjnut, and upon her death in 1812, the 

0 Present : Members of the Judicial Committee ,—Lord Wynford, 
Lord Brougham, Mr. Baron Parke, Mr. Justice Bosanquet, the Right 
Horn Thomas Erskine, Chief Judge of the Court of Bankruptcy. 

Privy Councillors,— Assessors, The Right Hon. Sir Edward Hyde 
East, Bart,, and the Right Hon. Sir Alexander Johnston. 
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action was commenced, from the ultimate decision of 
which the present appeal arose. 

Mcer Izzut Oollcih was the first of the family who 
left his native country of Cashmere , and established 
himself at Patna ; he was the son of Mecr Hoossain, 
and had three brothers, two of whom died without 
issue, and from the third, ( Mcer Fyz-oollah ,) the 
appellant Gholam Russool, and the respondents J\fus- 
sumat M ugh to and Meer Fyz-oollah Khan , were 
descended. 

Mecr Izzut Oollah had one son, Mecr Ufzul, and 
three daughters. 

Meer Ufzul had three children by the same wife, 
Syud Dun , viz. one son, Mecr Ushruf, and two daugh¬ 
ters, Dceby I smut and Mussumat Roivshun. Upon 
Mcer Ufzul's death, his estate became distributable 
amongst his heirs in sahams or shares, according to 
the provisions of the Mahomedan law. 

Mussumat Rows/iuji married a person of the name of 
Mahomed Suhhi , and died without issue, leaving her 
mother Syud Dun, her husband Maho??icd Suhhi, her 
brother Meer Ushruf, and her sister Beeby Ismut, sur¬ 
viving her. 

Mecr Ushruf died on the 17th Jamadi-ul-awal 1186 
Hijra (16th November 1772 A. D.). At the time of 
his death he was possessed of large property, which 
consisted partly of his own acquisitions, and partly 
of what he had inherited from his father Meer 
Ufzul , and his sister Mussumat Rowshun. He left two 
children, a son Gholatn Ghous, and a daughter 
Mussumat Aoiecna, the wife of the appellant Mcer Jafir 
Shah. 

Gholam Ghous survived his father but a short time, 
and died on the 14th of Safar 1187 Hijra (6th of May 
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1773 A. D.). His property became divisible on his 
death, amongst his mother Zynub , his paternal 
grandmother Syud Dun , his sister Ameena , and his 
aunt Beeby I smut j and amongst Meer Shurf-ood* 
deen, Meer Zeea-ood-deen, and Meer Fukhr-ood-deen t 
the sons of Meer Fyz-oollah , who were the first 
cousins according to English computation of his grand- 
father Meer U/zul , and his own nearest relations in the 
male line on the father’s side at the time of his death. 
Meer Fyz-oollah had another son, Meer Meeruk, who 
was the father of the respondent Mussumat Mughlo, and 
of Meer Ahsun Oollah j but from his having died pre¬ 
viously to Meer Ushru/, his descendants had not, as 
was contended on the part of the appellants, any title 

to the inheritance of Gholam Ghous. 

Syud Dun died soon after Gholam Ghous, possessed 
of some property, but the exact date of her death did 
not appear; her property derived from her husband 
Meer Ufzul, her son Meer Ushruf, and her grandson 
Gholam Ghous , became divisible, upon her death, in 
shares, amongst her daughter Beeby Ismut, her grand¬ 
daughter Mussumat Ameena, , and a step-sister named 

Gullun . 

Mussumat Amee?ta died on the 25th of Shaban 1188 
Hijra (29th of November 1774 A. D.). Her property, 
consisting of what she had inherited from her father, 
grandmother, and brother, became thereupon divisible 
in shares, amongst her mother Zyimb, her husband 
the appellant Jafir Shah , and her nearest relations in 
the male line on the father’s side living at the time of 
her death. 

The whole of the property which had been acquired 
by Meer Ufzul and Meer Ushru/ , and had become dis¬ 
tributable amongst their various descendants and rela- 
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tions, was taken possession of, and held by Bceby Ismut , 
in deposit or trust ; for the persons entitled to it, whose 
claims she was supposed to have recognized by 
making advances, from time to time; and by burying 
in the family tomb, and performing the funeral cere¬ 
monies of Mecr Shurf-ood-decn and il leer Fukhr-ood- 
deen , both of whom came to Patna , and died there. 
The former of these, Meer Shurf-ood-dcen left no 
issue ; the latter, Mcer Fnkhr-ood-decn, who died on 
the 12th Ramazan 1201 Hijra, (27II1 of June 17S7 
A. P.), left two sons, the appellant Gholam Russool and 
Meer Ibrahim , and one daughter, Bceby Hoonnnt. 

Bceby Ismut died on the 27th of Rujab 1227 Hijra 
(4th September 1812 A. D.). The house in which she 
died, and the personal property in her possession, in¬ 
cluding money, jewels, and plate of very great value, 
were immediately, upon her death, taken possession of 
by the respondent Mcer Tofyl Ali. 

On the 25th of November 1812, the appellant Gho¬ 
lam Russool, who, together with his brother and sister 

i 

(both at that time residing at Cashmere ) had succeeded 
to his father Meer Fukhr-ood-dec 7 i's shares of the 
inheritances of Gholam Ghous and Mussumat Ai 7 ieena, 
in the property of Mcer Ufzul and Mecr Ushruf, and 
was also entitled, together with his brother and sister, 
to a share of Beeby Is 77 iut*s own property, as one of 
her heirs, filed his plaint in the Provincial Court at 
Patna, against Meer Tofyl Ali and Sheikh Ra 7 nzani t 
(the latter steward of Beeby Is 7 nut,) whom he sus¬ 
pected to be in collusion with Mecr Tofyl Ali , pray¬ 
ing that he might be declared entitled to his share of 
the real and personal property left by her. 

The respondent Meer Tofyl Ali appeared to this 
suit on the 24th of December 1812, and presented a 

f f f 
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petition stating, that he had incurred an expense of 
5,500 rupees in burying Beeby Ismut, by the instiga¬ 
tion of Meer Fyz-oollak Khan and Sheikh Ramzani] 
and disclaiming any interest in her property, except 
so far as he had a claim on it for the 5,500 rupees 
he had advanced. He annexed to this petition a 
long list of the property and effects of Beeby Ismut * 
On the same day Meer Ahsun Oollah presented a 
petition to the Court, stating that he was heir to 
Beeby Ismut, and praying to be made a party to the 
suit. The Court, however, refused the prayer of this 
petition, on the ground that the petitioner’s rights 
could not be affected by a suit between other par¬ 
ties. 

On the 12th of February 1813, the appellant Oho- 
lam Russool filed a supplemental petition, for the pur¬ 
pose of bringing before it, as parties to his suit, the- 
respondents Meer Fyz-oollak Khan and Mussumat 
Mughlo his mother, and Meer Ahsun Oollah and Mirza 
Soobhan Ali, All the persons, except Mirza Soobhan 
Ali, appeared and put in their, answers. 

The respondent, Tofyl Ali Khan, in his answer to- 
the original plaint and supplemental petition, again 
asserted that he had borrowed large sums for the fune¬ 
ral expenses of Beeby Ismut, at the recommendation of 
Meer Fyz-oollah Khan and Sheikh Ramzani; he ad¬ 
mitted that these persons had made over to him the 
moveable property in her house at Khana Baugh , of 
which he had previously given an inventory, and that 
some of these articles had been pawned by him, but 
that the rest were forthcoming at the house at Khana. 
Baugh; he also admitted that Meer Fyz-oollah Khan 
and Sheikh Ramza?ii had mortgaged the mouza or village 
of Secunderpore , to meet Beeby Ismufs debts: *and he 
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disclaimed any title whatever to the property, except 
so far as respected the payment of the debts due to 
himself from it. 

The answer of Mccr Ahsun Oollah insisted that as 
the plaintiff, G/io'am Russool, was not mentioned 
amongst Bccby 1 smut's relations in a monaskha or 
table of inheritance, filed in a suit instituted many 
years past against her {Bccby Ismut) by Mccr Shurf- 
ood-deen, he was not at all related to herj that the real 
property which he claimed was proved in this former 
suit, not to have been property left by Mccr Ufzul or 
Meer Ushruf; that he, Mccr Ahsun Oollah , and the 
respondent Bccby Mughlo, wre the children of Mccr 
Mceruk, the son ot Mccr Fyz-oollah, and that he, 
Mccr Ahsun Oollah, was entitled to all the property left 
by Bccby Ismut; he contended also, that the plaintiff 
prevaricated in his plaint, in at one time denominating 
the property in litigation as being left by Mccr Ufzul 
and Meer Ushruf; and at another, as being property 
left by Bccby Ismut, and he insisted that if it was the 
property of Mccr Ufzul , the whole of his heirs were 
barred by the Bengal Regulations of Limitation, (Regu¬ 
lation III. of 1793, sec. 14, and Regulation II. of 1805;) 
and that, if it was established that the whole of the 
property in litigation were effects leftby Mccr Ufzul and 
Mccr Ushurf, the calling the whole of it property left 
by Bccby Ismut was sufficient proof that the plaintiff 
Gholam Russool was not of kin to her. 

The respondent Sheikh Ramzani , in his answer, de¬ 
nied that he was in possession of any part of the pro¬ 
perty in dispute. 

The respondents Mccr Fyz-oollah and Mussumo.t 
Mughlo put in a joint answer, in which they gene¬ 
rally denied, that plaintiff Gholam Russool was heir 
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or entitled to the property left by Beeby Ismut , and 
they also denied that they were in possession of the 
property. 

Mirza Soobhan Alt', the remaining defendant to this 
suit, was in the criminal gaol at the time it was neces¬ 
sary for him to put in his answer. He, however, was 
permitted to file a petition, in which he stated that he 
was step-son to Meer Shv>rf-ood-deen t who had on his 
marriage with his (the defendant’s) mother, settled on 
her a lac of rupees and 10,000 red dinars; that he 
(defendant and his brother had, on their mother’s 
death, demanded the sum of Meer Shurf-ood-deen, and 
that he being unable to pay it, had executed an ikrar- 
namah, or deed of settlement, to them, by which he 
covenanted to pay it out of his share of the inherit¬ 
ances of Meer UshruJ\ Gholam Ghous, and Mussumat 
Ameetia , for the recovery of which he had instituted a 
suit against Beeby Ismut > or that if he should die they 
should succeed to his claims on these inheritances; 
that Meer Sharf-ood-deen had died, and therefore that 
the defendant and his brother were entitled to recover 
from the effects of Meer Shurf-ood-deen, which were 
illegally in the possession of Beeby Is?nut, the amount 
of the marriage settlement made on their mother. 

The appellant Ghola?n Russool put in a replication 
to these answers, in which, after mentioning that the 
respondent Tofyl Ali Khan had quitted the country, and 
carried off with him the greater part of the jewels and 
other personal property in dispute, he urged that Meer 
U/zul and Meer Ushruf had acquired the property.; 
that he, as the son of Meer Fukhr-ood-deen , was 
the cousin of Beeby I smut; that Meer Ahsun Oollahwas 
born of a slave girl, and that his father Meer Meeruk 
died during the lifetime of Meer Ushruf, and before the 
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demise of Meer Gholam G/toits and Mussumat Ameena, 
and was therefore shut out of their inheritance. He 
pointed out that the dismissal of the action brought 
by Meer Shurf-ood-decn against Bccby Ismust could not 
affect him, who was not a party to it, and he contended 
that Regulations III. of 1793, sec. 14, and II. of 1805, 
did not affect his rights to the property of Meer Ufzul , 
as his father and uncles had joined in the ceremonies 
of marriage and lamentations, and had lived together as 
claimants of their shares. 

The respondents Meer Ahsun Oollah, Meer Fyz-oollcih 
Khan , Mussumat Mughlo, and Sheikh Rcimzcini , put in 
a joint rejoinder, and the other respondents put in 
separate rejoinders to this replication. In these 
rejoinders the parties relied upon the same grounds as 
they-had respectively taken in their answers. 

The appellant produced a genealogical table of his 
family and monaskhas •* or paper of tables showing the 
manner in which the property of Meer Ufzul, Beeby 
Rowshun, Meer Usliruf , Gholam Ghous , Syud Dun, and 
Mussumat Ameena, became distributable according to 
the Mahomedan law upon their respective deaths. 
This document was drawn up on the 4th of Shawal 
1199 Hijra (8th of September 1785 A.D.,) by the Moofti 
Syed Iloossain, and the truth of the facts stated in it 
was attested by the admission and declaration of Meer 
Ahsun Oollah. He also produced witnesses to prove 
his descent from Meer Iloossain, the founder of the 
family, and his relationship to the various members of 
it; a share in whose inheritance he claimed in the 
manner above mentioned. 

The defendants to this suit put in two monaskhas. 
They also produced a deed of purchase by Beeby Ismut 

° Tables of inheritance exhibiting the proportions of the estate pay¬ 
able to tho sharers and residuaries according to the Mahomedan law. 
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of the mouza Secunderpore on the 21st of Shaban 1202 
(16th of June 1788 A.D.), in order to show that it did 
not form part of the property left by Meer Ufzul and 
Meer Ushruf^ and the judgment in the suit decided in 
the year 1790 between Meer Shurf-ood-deen and 
Beeby Ismut . They also called witnesses to disprove 
the appellant Oholam iRussool *s relationship to Beeby 
Ismut. 

Before the cause was decided, the appellant Meer 
Jafir Shah Khan presented a petition on the 18th of 
May 1815, 'praying that he might be declared entitled 
to his wife Mussumat Ameena's share of the effects in 
litigation. 

On the 23rd of May 1815, the judge of the Provin¬ 
cial Court made his decree in this cause. The decree, 
after reviewing the whole of the evidence adduced on 
both sides, proceeded in these terms, “It is therefore 
proved by all the pleadings, that, as is inserted in the 
genealogical table which is exhibited in the cause, 
the plaintiff is of kin to Meer Ufzul and Meer Ushruf 
deceased, and of the late Beeby Ismut . It further 
appears, that his title to the effects which are in 
litigation is good, to the extent mentioned in the 
monaskha ‘ the correctness of which has been ascer¬ 
tained by the answer given in by Kazi of the Court.” 

Judgment therefore was given, “that the cause be 
decreed in favour of the plaintiff 3 that the defen* 
dants make good to him from the property which 
was acquired by Meer Ufzul deceased, 30,230 sahams* 
and from the effects left by the said late Meer Ushruf 
6,867 sahams t agreeably to the portions made men¬ 
tion of in the ?nonaskha, for this portion of sahams , 
and that the plaintiff be put in possession of the same. 


* Shares. 
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And—“As Meer Jafir Shah, an intervenient claimant, 
who is husband of Afussumat Amccna, daughter of the 
late Mecr Ushrttf has presented a petition, praying that 
his right and title be inquired into, that he might receive 
his portion ; and as in the monaskha which is filed in 
the cause, his right and title is recognized agreeably 
to the furrais-oolla ,* it appears fit to award to this 
intervenient claimant what he is entitled to ; and ashy a 
perusal of the judgment given in cause No. 2,385 of 
the file of the Court of Appeal, bearing date the 5th of 
September 1810, in which Shah Mahomed Ali was 
appellant, and Rajah Cliuttcr Sing was respondent, the 
decision being given by a competent Court consisting 
of two of the members of this Court, it appears that to 
Beeby Nienlicc , who was an intervenient claimant in 
that cause, was awarded her portion of the property : 
it is therefore further ordered, that Mecr Jafir Shah , 
also the intervenient claimant in the present action, 
receive 23,895 sahams from the effects left by Meer 
Ufznl, and 14,580 sahams from the property left 
by the deceased Meer C/shruf as is inserted in the 
monaskha which has been exhibited by the plain¬ 
tiff.” 

“ All the costs of the parties (with the exception of 
one-fourth of the fees of vakeels who are for the 
intervenient claimants, which fourth shall be paid by 
the claimants respectively) shall be paid by defen¬ 
dants. 0 

The present respondents, together with Meer Ahsun 
Oollah , appealed from this decision to the Sudder 
Dewanny Adawlut. Before, however, the appeal was 
determined, Meer Ahsun Oollah died, and the present 
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* The Law of inheritance as prescribed in the Koran. 
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respondent, Mussumat Mughlo, established herself to be 
his heir. 

The respondents (the present appellants) produced 
before the Sudder Dewanny Court the additional evi¬ 
dence of a decree in a suit instituted in the Provincial 
Court at Patna by Meer Juwad Ali , as one of the heirs 
of Zynub , the widow of Meer Ushruf , against all the 
respondents in this case, and Baboo Korwulaput, for 
the purpose of recovering from them his proportion of 
her share in the property left by Meer Ushruf and Meer 

Ufzul. . 

The decision in that cause, which was made in 

accordance with the monaskha filed by Gholam Rus¬ 
sool in the present case, awarded a share of the property 
to the heirs of Meer Juwad Ali , who had died during 
the pendency of the suit. They also produced two 
depositions which had been sworn by Meer Ahsun 
Oollah before a magistrate at Patna , in some proceed¬ 
ings he was taking in 1812 and 1813 against Mirza 
Soobhun Ali, for the recovery of part of the property 
in dispute, which that person had taken forcible 


ossession of. 

On the 23rd of June 1819, the Sudder Dewan- 
y Court made their decree, by which, after com¬ 
menting on the facts of the case, they declared their 
pinion, “that seeing the effects left.by the said 
feers came into Beeby Ismut's possession, and remained 
m her grasp and enjoyment without molestation, tor a 
ery long period j considering therefore the length of 
eriod, the property, according to the Regulations, had 
ecome the private property of Beeby Ismtti, and the 
ffects left by her should come to her heirs, who had 
roved their being so. No person who might be of 
re offspring of Meer Ufzul and Meer Ushruf had any 
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claim on the property left. Further, as Gholatn 
Russool had not established his being heir, therefore his 
claim was unworthy of admission by the Court ; but as 
the second judge of the Provincial Court had in his de¬ 
cree which he gave in favour of Gholatn Russool, awarded 
to Meer Jafir Shah , husband to Mussumat Ameena , 
(which latter person indeed, died thirty-nine years 
before Beeby Istnufs dissolution, and who never took 
possession of the effects left by Mcer Ushruf her 
father) a share of the property, it therefore be¬ 
came necessary to put the following questions to 
the law-officers of the Court : ist. Did any part of 
the property left by Beeby Ismnt come to Meer 
Jafir Shah by any right and title he might have, by 
reason of being husband to Mussumat Ameena his late 
wife, or would the said property left come to the heirs 
only of Meer Mecruk, who had established their being 
heirs to Beeby Ismnt ? 2nd. Seeing Beeby Zynub died 
thirty-eight years before the death of Beeby Ismnt, did 
anything of the effects left by Meer Ufzulznd Meer Ush- 
ruf, which came into Beeby 1 smut's possession, and had 
been left as aforesaid by the said lady, come separately 
to Meer Juwad AH, son of the said Zynub's sister, 
although other heirs of Beeby Zynub exist, after Beeby 
Ismut's death or not ?” 

The law-officers of the Court returned the following 
answers to these questions, ist. “ Meer Jafir Shah (who 
is husband of Beeby Ameena, and Beeby Ameena is 
daughter of the brother of Beeby Ismut, and has died 
before the demise of Beeby I smut) is not, by reason of 
any right or title he may have as husband of Beeby 
Ameena, entitled to any part of the effects left by Beeby 
/smut, and the whole and all of the effects left by Beeby 
/smut aforesaid come to the male issue of Meer Meeruk 
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aforesaid, who are of kin to Beeby I smut> and may-have 
been living at the time of Beeby Ismut's death, and the 

property does not come to the offspring on the female 

side of the said Meer Meeruk , who may be uterine • 
relatives to Beeby Ismut > excluding the male issue of 
Meer Meeruk." 2nd. “ Meer Juwad. Alt is not entitled 
to any part of the effects left by Beeby hmut."' 

On the 5th of July 1819 the Sudder Dewanny 
Adawlut made their final decree. The latter part of 
which was in these terms; " Seeing in the proceedings of 
this Court, bearing date the 23rd of June of the current 
year, the members of this Court were of opinion that} 
Meer Gholarn Russool had failed to establish his being 
heir, and that therefore his claim was not admissible 
by the Court ; wherefore, taking into consideration the 
•circumstances set forth above, the decision given by 
Second Judge of the Patna Provincial Court, dated the 
23rd of May 1815, ‘n favour of Meer Gholam Russool, 
and the award of 38 ,475 sahams to Meer Jafir Shah 
husband of Mussumat Ameena, appear improper and 
such as should be reversed. The final order and 
decree therefore is, that the decision of the said Pro- 
vincial Court bearing date as has ■ been mentioned 
above be reversed and annulled, and that a decree be 
given'in favour of appellants, and that the whole of 
the costs of suit on both sides of this and of the Pro¬ 
vincial Court be answered by the respondents > and 
should respondents, by reason of the Provincial Cou 
decree being carried into execution, be in possession, o» 
the effects in litigation, in that case, by carrying the 
present decision into execution, the same shai ■ 

withdrawn from their possession, and be given o 

deceased Meer Ahsun Oollah’s heirs’ possession wbQ 
■was heir to the said Meer Meeruk, together 
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accounts (wasilat) for the season during which they 
were put out of possession, to the period at which 
they shall have been put in possession thereof." 

• From this decree Oho/am Russool and Jafir Shah 
appealed to His Majesty in Council, praying that the 
Decree of the Sudder Adawlut might be reversed for 
the following reasons :— 

• 1 . Because the shares in the property in litigation 
which were allotted to the appellants respectively by 
the decree of the Provincial Court, were such as they 
were justly entitled to according to the Mahomedan 
law. 

11 . Because even if the appellants were not entitled 
to those shares for the reasons assigned in that behalf, 
by the Sudder Dewanny Court, still the appellant 
Gholani Russool was equally entitled with Ahsun Oollah 
to a share in the property left by Beeby I smut , to whom 
he stood in the same degree of consanguinity as Mecr 
Ahsun Oollahi 

The respondents, on the other hand, submitted that 
the appeal ought to be dismissed and the decree 
affirmed for the following reasons :— 

I. Because the appellant Qholam Russool has 
claimed, or from the tenor of his pleadings and 
proof must be held to have claimed, a share of the 
effects and property in dispute as heir to Mecr Ufzul 
and Meer UshruJ , or as heir to Qholam Ghous and 
Beeby Ameena respectively; in which case the title by 
which he claims accrued, and the cause of action 
thereon arose, at a period beyond the period of limit¬ 
ation, and was barred by lapse of time. 

II. Because the appellant Gholam- Russool had not 
proved himself to be heir or of kin to any of the per¬ 
sons mentioned in the foregoing reason. 
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III. Because the title by which the other appellant, 
Meer JaJir Shah , claimed a portion of the property in 
question, accrued, and the cause of action thereon 
arose, at a period beyond the period of limitation, and 
was barred by lapse of time. 

IV. Because the said appellant had not proved 
himself to be the heir or of kin to Beeby Ismut\ and 
if the evidence on this point were conclusive, it would 
not be competent to him to insist upon any rights 
which might have devolved upon him in that cha¬ 
racter, upon an appeal in which he was joined as co¬ 
appellant with a person who claims adversely to the 
ownership and title of Beeby I smut and her heirs. 


Mr. Miller, K.C., and Mr. Wigram, K.C., for 
the Appellants. 

Mr. Serjeant Sp ankle, and Mr. E. J. Lloyd, for 
the Respondents. 


The Judicial Committee, without calling on the 
respondents' <R>unsel, dismissed the appeal with costs, 
observing that the decision of the Provincial Court was 
not warranted either by the evidence or the law of the 
case, and that they fully concurred in the view taken 
by the Sudder Court. 
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Edul-jee Fram-jee ... ... Appellant , 

V. 

Abd-Oolla Hajee Cherak ... ... Respondent .* 

On Appeal from the Sadder Dcleanny Court of 

Bombay. 

The concurrent decisions of the Zillah Court of Surat 
and theSudder Adawlutof Bombay, which are the subject 
of the present appeal, were made in a suit brought by 
the respondent against Fyz-oolla Khan , since deceased, 
and who is now represented by the appellant, for the 
recovery of a sum of rupees 3,481. 1. 66. principal 
money, together with interest thereon. 

The particulars of the respondent’s demand, as stated 
in his plaint, were, first, in respect of a sum of rupees 
715, raised and received by the defendant Fyz-oolla 
Khan, as Mokhtar\ of the respondent, from UllaRakhee 
Khanum , by a mortgage of a house belonging to the 
respondent. Secondly, for the rent of the mortgaged 
house during the period the same was in the possession 
of the said Ulla Rakhee Khanum as mortgagee, and for 
the amount of the costs of a suit brought by the mort¬ 
gagee against the respondent, in consequence of his 
having denied the authority of Fyz-oolla Khan to make 
the mortgage, and refusing to pay the principal and 
interest due thereon; in which suit a decree for pay- 

" Present : Members of the Judicial Committee ,—Lord Brougham 
Mr. Baron Parke, Mr Justice Bosanquet, and the Right Hon. Tho-* 
mas Erskine, Chiei Judge of the Court of Bankruptcy 
t Agent. 1 


5 December 

1837. 

The draft of 
an acknow¬ 
ledgment of 
a debt and 
agreement to 
pay the same, 
which was 
sworn to have 
been drawn 
up in the pre¬ 
sence of the 
debtor, but 
was not 
signed by him, 
admitted as 
evidence of 
the debt, and 
a decree made 
in the Courts 
below upon 
such evidence,, 
affirmed with 
costs, 
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* 837 - ment was ultimately obtained against the present 

Edul-jee. respondent. Thirdly, for certain sums expended on 
Fram-jee the beha if an( j f or the value of certain goods sold by 

V% 

Abd-oolla res pondent to the said Fyz-oolla Khan. 

CheraL The house which was the subject of the mortgage to 

UUa Rakhae Khanum was situate in Surat , and was 
the acknowledged property of the respondent, who in 
the year 1223 Hijra (1808 A. D.) mortgaged it to one 
Kulloo Meyan, for rupees 700. In the same year, and 
shortly after this mortgage had been effected, the 
respondent left Surat and was for several years absent 
at Delhi / previous to his departure from Surat, he, by 
power of attorney, duly constituted Fyz-oolla^ Khan his 
vakeel, and in the year 1224 Hijra (1809 A. D.)i 
Fyz-oolla Khan, by virtue of the general powers which 
his appointment conferred, mortgaged the same house 
to the said Ulla Rakhee Kha?ium for rupees 715, which 
money he received^. In the year 1814 A. Di the 
respondent returned to Surat, and shortly afterwards 
the mortgagee, Ulla Rakhee Khanum, brought her 
action against him in the ZSlIah'of Surat , for the prin¬ 
cipal money due on her mortgage. The respondent, 
by his answer and rejoinder in that suit, denied the 
justice of the claim,and repudiated the act of Fyz-oolla 
Khan. The Ziflah Court by its decree dated the 4th 
of March 1814, nonsuited the plaintiff Ulla Rakhee 
Khanum , on the ground, that she was unable to pro¬ 
duce any power of attorney from, the present respondent 
to Fyz-oolla Khan, or any instrument constituting him 
mokhtar or vakeel. Upon an appeal from.this decree, 
the Provincial Court of Appeal was of opinion, that 
there existed sufficient circumstantial evidence to 
warrant the conclusion, that Fyz-oolla Khan had been 
constituted the respondent’s vakeel; that Court there- 
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tore reversed the decree of nonsuit pronounced by the 
Zillah Couft, and decreed that the present respondent 
should pay to Ulla Rakhee Khanum the principal 
sum of rupees 715 and the costs in both Courts, and 
thereupon the respondent was to be put into possession 
of his house. 

In consequence of this decree the respondent, in the 
year 1818, filed his plaint in the Zillah Court of Surat 
against Fyz-oollah Khan, for the sum of S. R. 3,481. 1. 6., 
being the amount of the decree in the last mentioned 
suit with interest, and also the amount of the rent 
of the house which it was alleged had been received 
by Ulla Rakhee Khanum , the mortgagee. 

The defence made by Fyz-oollah Khan was, that he 
had full and specific authority to mortgage the house 
to Ulla Rakhce Khanum, for the purpose of paying off 
the prior existing mortgage to Kulloo Mcyan , who, 
previous to the departure of the respondent from 
Surat to Delhi, had pressed for his money ; and that 
700 rupees, part of the 715 rupees received from Ulla 
Rakhee Khanum, were in fact applied by him, Fyz- 
oollah Khan , in redeeming the prior mortgage, and that 
the remaining sum of 15 rupees was the amount of 
certain expenses attending the transaction. 

The liability of Fyz-oollah Khan, and the justice of 
the respondent’s demand against him, was established 
by the depositions of three witnesses examined by him 
in the Zillah Court, namely, Deenshah Edul-jcc, Syud 
U'meer-ood-dcen, and Moofti Gholo,m Ali, and by a 
paper containing an express acknowledgment of debt 
made by Fyz-oollah Khan, which was produced by the 
last-mentioned witness. 

His deposition was as follows: “ I am acquainted 
with both parties. That about three years and three 
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months ago, the plaintiff (the present respondent) and de* 
fendant came to my house, and got me to write a copy of 
a kurar-dad* on Meyan Abd-oolla's claims, which they 
took away with them, and afterwards defendant gave it 
to me in the Adawlut to write on stampt paper; and 
I think that that copy was written over on the stamped 
paper, and Zyz-oollah Khan gave it to defendant. My 
seal is not t>n it, because Fyz-oollah Khan said, 
will bring this paper back when I have got witnesses 
■for it '* but he never brought it to me, and the copy of 
that I think is in my possession.” 

At the time of taking the above deposition of the 
Moojti, the vakeel of the respondent presented a peti¬ 
tion to the Zillah Court, praying for the production of 
the foul copy of a note rn the possession of the witness. 
The copy was accordingly produced, and was of the 
following tenor. 


Confession of Fyz-oollah Khan, Pathan , inhabitant of 
Delhi , but now residing at Surat , attending in the 
presence of Gholam Ali Moojti . 

41 I know that there was a house situate in the 
Modug Mehley , belonging to Meyan Abd-oolla, son of 
Hadjee , the premises of which I rented. I was in great 
want of money, and I was pressed to pledge the pro¬ 
perty with one Ulla Rakhee Khanum for 715 rupees, 
and the amount was spent by me; and I agreed that 
the same should be redeemed after the return of 
Meyan Abd-oolla from Delhi, after which I repaired to 
Poona on private urgent affairs. However, shortly 
after thereturn of Meyan Abd-oolla , Ulla Rakhee Kha¬ 
num preferred a complaint, and obtained a decree 


0 Deed of agreement or compromise. 
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against him for rupees 976. 3., including costs, which 
Meyan Abd-oolla accordingly paid, and soon after my 
return from Poona I was informed of the particulars. 
/acknowledge that I am indebted to Abd-oolla the sum of 
rupees 2,207. 3* 5 2 *> an( l the same I now promise to pay 
on demand, with due interest, at the rate of one per 
cent, per month, and for the whole amount I have passed 
a writ which is true and fair.” 

This document did not bear the signature of Fyz- 
oollalt Khan. 

On the 12th day of June 1820, the ZiDah Court of 
Surat made its decree, and thereby declared its opi¬ 
nion upon the case in the following terms:—“ It ap¬ 
pears on investigation, that plaintiff and defendant were 
friends, and that the defendant mortgaged the plaintiff’s 
house to Ulla Rakhee Khanum , on which case a decree 
was passed in the Adawlut and Court of Appeal, and 
the money paid by Ulla Rakhee Khanum to the defen¬ 
dant was repaid her by the plaintiff, and the present 
action is to recover that money, together with other 
items. The plaintiff denies having constituted the de¬ 
fendant his attorney, or having empowered him to 
mortgage the house. It appears to the Court that the 
decree of the Appeal Court does not interfere with the 
present action, as this is to recover ready-money which 
the defendant received on the plaintiff’s account, and 
appropriated to his own use. The Court does not 
consider any of the numerous letters filed to be 
proved in any way. The Court, however, conceives 
the paper, the rough draft of the agreement or ac¬ 
knowledgment of the debt due by the defendant to the 
plaintiff, produced by Moofti Gholam All, to be fully 
proved. The Moofti declares on oath, that it was 
drawn out by him at the instance of the defendant, the 
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plaintiff being present at the time; that a fair copy was 
taken by him on stampt paper and given to the defen¬ 
dant, the rough draft was left with him. The Court 
thinks this paper explains the whole business, and that 
the defendant has acted as asserted by the plaintiff; 
that he mortgaged the house without authority to do 
so, and appropriated the money to his own use. The 
Court therefore determines to decide the suit on this 
document, holding the paper in the light of an ad¬ 
justment between the parties.” The order of the 
Court therefore was, that the defendant Fyz-oollah 
Khan should pay to the plaintiff (the present respon¬ 
dent) the sums mentioned as due, amounting to 
rupees 2,177. 3 * with interest. And to the ex¬ 

tent recovered the defendant was also to pay the costs 
of suit. 

The defendant Fyz-oollah Khan appealed from this 
decree to the Sudder Adawlut. The sitting judge 
(Thomas Barnard , Esq., Fourth Judge) before whom the 
appeal came in the first instance, differed in opinion 
from the Judge of the Zillah Court, and considered 
the decree appealed from to be erroneous. The case 
was therefore referred to the full Court which met 
on the 8th of August 1822, John Romer , Esq., Chief 
Judge, and Edward Ironside , Esq., Third Judge, being 
the judges present on that occasion. When the Court 
was of opinion (the Fourth Judge being dissentient,) 
that there was not the smallest reason to doubt the 
truth and impartiality of the evidence of Moofti Gho - 
lam All , corroborated as it was by other, witnesses, 
and that there was clear and circumstantial proot 
that the parties had adjusted their dispute, and had 
reduced the entire terms of this adjustment to writing, 
although a formal document was not subsequently * xe 
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cuted. The decree of the Zillah Court was therefore 
affirmed with subsequent interest and costs. 

From the foregoing decree of the Zillah Court of 
Surat , and the decree of the Sudder Adasvlut affirming 
it, the original defendant, Fyz-oollah Khan appealed to 
His Majesty in Council; but on the 8th of December 
1822, he departed this life, and upon the report of his 
death to the Sudder Adawlut, that Court admitted the 
present appellant as his representative to prosecute 
the appeal, who submitted that the decree of. the 
Sudder Court ought to be reversed, for the following 
reasons 

I. Because Fyz-oollah Kho.n Azum Khan was duly 
empowered by the respondent to effect the mortgage 
to Ulla Rakhee Khanum . 

II. Because the principal sum secured by the mort¬ 
gage of the premises to Kulloo Meyan was paid to the 
mortgagee by Fyz-oollah Khan Azum Khan , and he 
received no funds from the respondent for that pur¬ 
pose. 

III. Because the pretended draft of acknowledgment 
was not proved; and even if it had been made in the 
manner represented, Fyz-oollah Khan Azum Khan could 
not, under the circumstances, be bound by it. 

The respondent, on the other hand, submitted, that 
the decree of the Sudder Adawlut should be affirmed^ 
for the following reason 

Because, to the extent to which, by the decrees ap¬ 
pealed from, the respondent’s demand had been esta¬ 
blished, there was sufficient evidence and proof of a debt 
due to him from the original defendants. 
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Mr. Miller, K-C., Mr. Wigram , K.C., and Mr* 
Jackson, for the Appellants. 
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Mr. Serjeant Spankie, and Mr. \E. J. Lloyd* for 
the Respondents. 

Mr. Justice BOSANQUET: 

This suit was commenced for the purpose of recover¬ 
ing 3,481 rupees. A judgment has been given for a 
smaller sum. The.judgment given by the Zillah Court, 
which has been subsequently confirmed, was for 2,207 
rupees, with interest upon it. The plaint begins by 
saying, “I have claim against Fyz-oollah Khan l 
amounting to 3,481 rupees, principal and interest, on 
an account, the particulars.of which are written-below 
and after stating several circumstances, the parti¬ 
culars are stated in several items, amounting to the 
sum claimed, to 3,481 rupees. The whole of that was 
not proved, and there was a defect of proof of the cir¬ 
cumstances that are mentioned in the plaint; but there 
was proof of the acknowledgment on the part of the 
defendant, to the plaintiff, provided the evidence that 
was given of a paper that was brought to the Moofti i 
and on which he gave evidence, and of which he said 
he made a copy, and of. which he professed afterwards 
to produce a copy, was evidence in the case. 

Now, with respect to the testimony of the M.ooftt t 
itself, there does not appear to be any ground for im¬ 
puting any discredit to it. 

The only real objection which is now made in this 
case, is an objection that was not taken at all in any of 
the Courts below. It was assumed apparently upon 
those proceedings, from the beginning to the end, by 
the parties, and by all the Courts through which this 
cause has passed, that the paper which is set out in the 
appendix is the paper that was spoken of in the evi¬ 
dence of the Moofti ,, when he stated, that the parties 
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came before him, and agreed that a paper should be 
drawn up and acknowledged that he was entitled to the 
amount in question. There is not one word in any of 
those petitions of appeal, or any observations of any 

one of the Judges, that throws any doubt upon the iden¬ 
tity of that paper. 

It appears to their Lordships, that under these 
circumstances it is quite clear, that the parties have 
taken this paper to be the paper spoken to; and that 
therefore we must consider that, as the paper spoken 
to by the Moofti in his evidence. Then if so, that is 
an acknowledgment that the amount of 2,701 rupees 
was due by the present appellant, upon which, of course 
interest follows; one Judge thought it necessary that 
there should be a deed, amounting to a compromise, 
for the sum in question, and that the paper in question 
being incomplete, it was not able to be supported as 
such ; but the other Judges of the Sudder Court, 
which was the superior Court, appear to have treated 
it as 1 think they were bound to treat it, namely, as an 
acknowledgment by the party who agreed to the con¬ 
tents of that paper, that he did owe the present 
respondent that amount j and it is a common and ordi¬ 
nary course, that an action is brought for a certain 
sum, and judgment is given for a smaller amount. As 
this is a case, in which the judgment of the Sudder 
Adawlut must be affirmed, and as this judgment has 
already been affirmed by two Courts, their Lordships 
are of opinion, that it must be affirmed with costs. 
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Latchman-das Narrain-das 


... Respondent. 


On Appeal from the Sudder Dewanny Adawlut of 

Bombay. 

5 December ON Ist December 1825, Vittul-das' and Jadoo 

l8 37 -, Ram (the original plaintiffs), acting on the behalf, and 

In a suit as the representatives of the firm of Bucktoo Mull Mool 

beha?fof°a Chund, filed their plaint in the Zillah Court of Surat 

mercantile against the respondent and his. brother, Bheem Sain; 

alleged injury the matter of their complaint was, that in the af- 

have°been° ternoon of the 30th of Noveinber 1825, the two defend- 

sustained to an ts had caused a clerk of the Nazir * to enter the shop 
the reputation 

and trade of of the firm without any warrant for that purpose, to 
pUdng inthe search for, and to attach certain goods which the de- 
^oceed^ngs 6 fendants alleged were there concealed, and to be the 
in the Zillah property of the firm of Doola Chund , in which they 
principal had (the defendants) were interested ; that the defendants 
fhe^suiTtiu? stood in front of the door, and havingcollected a crowd, 
Zillah Court use d abusive language to the plaintiffs, and impeached, 

dismissed the , 

suit, and de- without cause, the credit and character of the shop, 
the e defend-° f and of the plaintiff’s master. The plaintiffs therefore 

ants to pay his 

own costs. On o ^ supervisor or inspector. The officer of the Courts who is 

on^onlyof the charged with the service of its process, 
defendants in 

suft,° 1 f was held by the Judicial Committee, affirming the judgments of the 
Provincial and Sudder Dewanny Courts, that in accordance with Reg II. of 
1800 sec. 7, the costs of the suit in the Zillah Court ought to have followed 
the decree, and that t he judgment to that extent must be reversed. 

Semble .—The Judicial Committee will not entertain an appeal merely 

for costs. 
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•claimed to recover of the defendants the sum of 100,000 
rupees for damages. 

The present respondent, by his answer to the plaint, 
stated, that he was nolparty to the acts and proceed¬ 
ings mentioned in ithe plaint, and that with respect to 
him, the charge was groundless. 

From the answer of the other defendant, Bhecm Sain, 
(who was not a party to the appeal), and from the do¬ 
cuments filed in the Zillah Court, it appeared that the 
defendants had, shortly before the filing of the plaint, 
obtained a decree in the Zillah Court of Surat in another 
suit, whereby their right to a share or shares in the 
shop and property of the late Doola Chund was esta¬ 
blished, and for the purpose of carrying this decree into 
execution, the present respondent and his brother, 
Bheem Sain , had, on or about the 18th of November 
1825, obtained an order of the Zillah Court, directing 
the Nazir to take an inventory of the shop and pro¬ 
perty of Doola Chund ; but the parties in that suit hav¬ 
ing come to an agreement between themselves, the 
order was by arrangement not executed, and the keys 
of the shop of Doola Chund were delivered into the cus¬ 
tody of the Court. In this state of things, Bhecm Sain, 
one of the defendants in the present suit, obtained in¬ 
telligence (as he by his answer alleged) of the arrival 
at Surat of certain goods belonging to Doola Chund'& 
firm, and that with a view to evade the aforesaid 
decree, they had been carried to, and were concealed 
in the shop of Permanund-das , who was the owner 
of Bucktoo Mull Mool Chund* s shop, and master 
of the original plaintiffs in the present suit. The 
defendant, Bheem Sain, gave information of this fact 
to the Nkzir, who thereupon sent for the plaintiff, 
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1837. Jadoo Ram, the mokhtar of Bucktoo Mull's shop ; and 
Mussumat the Nazir was induced, from the statements, and with 
Kebmke-baeb iiie consent of each party, to send one of his clerks to 
Latchman- the shop, in order to examine the marks upon the 
Narrmn.das. goods in question, and to ascertain whether they be¬ 
longed to Doola Chund's shop or not; but upon the 
Nazir’s clerk going for this purpose, the people at the 
sho.p opposed him, and would not let the marks be ex¬ 
amined. 

The plaintiffs, in their reply to the answers of the 
defendants, attempted to make out a case of special 
damage, -occasioned by the alleged acts and proceedings 
of the respondent and the co-defendant his brother; 
they stated that the mob which the defendants had col¬ 
lected about the shop having been seen, it caused a run 
upon the shop, to meet which the plaintiffs were 
obliged to part with the goods of the firm at a reduced. 

price. 

The only evidence taken by the Zillah Court rela¬ 
tive to the matters of complaint urged by the original 
plaintiffs, was the report of the Nazir upon an order 
of reference made to him by the Zillah Court. The 
Nazir by his report stated, that on the 30th of No- 
vember 1825, Peston-jee (who was the vakeel of the 

defendants in their suit, instituted to recover a share 

of Doola Ghund* s shop) informed him (the Nazir), that 
certain goods belonged to the firm of Doola Ghund , 
which had just arrived at the Custom House from 
Bengal , had been taken from thence and concealed in 
the shop of Bucktoo Mull Moot Ghund. That the Nazir 
informed both 'PeSton-jee and Bheem Sain that without 
an order of Court for the purpose, he could not send a 
clerk to the shop of Bucktoo Mull Mool Ghund to exa- 
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mine and make an inventory of the goods in question ; 
but after much altercation, Jadoo Ram Mokhtar (who 
was one of the original plaintiffs), and the defendant, 
Bheern Sain, and the present respondent, having con¬ 
sulted and agreed, told the Nazir they both consented 
he should send a clerk to take down the marks and 
letters on the bales; that in the evening the clerk came 
and told the Nazir that he went to the shop of Buck too 
Mull, but the plaintiff, Vittul-das , the Monim or cashier 
of the shop, was absent; and the other clerks, not 
understanding the matter, began disputing, from which 
a great disturbance took place, almost amounting to a 
riot. After that, a mob that had collected came, and 
Bheern Sain with them, when Vittul-das , the Monim , 
having come with the keys, offered them to the Nazir, 
and was willing that a clerk should go to the shop to 
write down the marks and numbers of the goods in 
question; but this was declined by Bheetn Sain, who 
wished to defer the taking of this step till he had 
obtained another order. 

This report of the Nazir was the whole of the evi¬ 
dence relative to the subject of complaint. There was 
no evidence of any special damage sustained by the 
plaintiffs or by their master Per?na?utnd-das, either in 
property or character, from the acts or proceedings 
imputed to the defendants in the suit ; and it appeared 
from the Nazir's report, that the sending of a clerk to 
the shop of Bucktoo Mull , which was the cause of 
whatever disturbance took place, was done by the con¬ 
sent of the plaintiff, Jadoo Ra?n , the Mokhtar of Buck¬ 
too Muirs firm; and the present respondent was not 
implicated in any of the proceedings further or other¬ 
wise than by consenting to that measure. Shortly after 
the plaint was filed, and pending the suit, Permanund- 
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das died, but no notice was taken of the event in the 
proceedings in the cause. 

On the iith day of November 1826, the Zillah Court 
of Surat made its decree, the material part of which 
was as follows: 

" On reading all the papers in this case, it appeared 
that the plaintiffs brought an action, stating that they 
were respectively the Monwi and Mokhtar of Pertna- 
nund-das Bothoo Ram, trading in the name and'firm of 
Bucktoo Mull Mool Chund; and they further repre¬ 
sent, that in consequence of the acts of the defendants, 
the reputation of their own master, Permanund-das, 
and the credit of the shop, have been endamaged. From 
the allegations In this petition it appears, that the plain¬ 
tiffs have personally suffered in character, as well as 
Permanund-das j but when these people were questioned 
on this jpoint, they denied these circumstances, and 
stated that't>nly Permanund-das and the shop had suf¬ 
fered loss of reputation, and that the action was not 
brought for their personal characters. Regarding the 
damage sustained by Permanund-das , in his reputation, 
it appears in the judgment of the Court, that the 
plaintiffs have already admitted in Court that Perma¬ 
nund-das, while returning form Benares to Surat , be¬ 
fore the petition in this case was filed, died on the 
.road, and eight days after this petition.was filed, intel¬ 
ligence of his death reached Surat; therefore it does 
not appear necessary to enter into any discussion re¬ 
garding this Permanund-das , because, with reference 
X o what affected Permanund-das, in this matter, such 
became nullified by bis death. With respect to the 
loss of reputation of the firm, it appears to the Court 
that Permanund-das was sole proprietor of the shop, 
neither were there any partners in this shop; but when 
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the allegations set forth in this petition occurred, and 
this petition was filed, it was at the time understood 
that Permanund-das was living. When he died, how¬ 
ever, the claim for injury to this shop no longer ex¬ 
isted; not unlike the case of a person who brings an 
action for injury done to his personal character, and 
who dies before it is decided. The Nazir made a re¬ 
port by an order of Court on the ist of November 1826, 
from which it appeared that, after much disputing, the 
plaintiff, Jadoo Rain Raja Ram, and the keeper of the 
keys of this shop (cashier), agreed and resolved to per¬ 
mit Blieem Sain to come to their warehouse to examine 
the marks on the bales of goods; therefore the Nazir 
sent the Mehta along with them. The accusation 
arising out of the acts of the defendants in consequence, 
whereby the reputation of the shop was endamaged, 
has therefore become of no effect. That many people 
collected about the shop is true, but for that circum¬ 
stance no responsibility rests with the defendants. In 
this matter the petition which the plaintiffs have filed 
cannot be allowed to proceed further, nor can any fur¬ 
ther proceedings be permitted with regard to either 
Permanund-das* s personal character, or that of the 
shop. It appears, however, to the Court, that the 
Nazir has acted rather imprudently in this business, in¬ 
asmuch as at that time he possessed no order in his 
hands to make inquiry about, or to take any memo¬ 
randum of the goods of the shop of Doola C/iund Can - 
daharee Mull, nor had he ever received any instruc¬ 
tions whatever to inquire after any goods at the plain¬ 
tiff's warehouse. The Nazir’s duty respecting the 
execution of the order was clear, and he must have 
known it was necessary to wait for another order before 
proceeding to the lengths he did Put as the Nazir’ c 



M USSUMAT 

Keemee 


Baee 


V. 

Latciiman- 

DA3 

Nark a in- 
das. 


CASES IN THE PRIVY COUNCIL. 




Mussumat 

Keemee 

Baee 


v. 

Latch man- 
das 

Narrain- 

DAS. 


conduct was not included in the allegations of this pe¬ 
tition, it does not seem necessary to state any thing 
more with reference to him. It appears to the Court, 
in regard to costs, that as the defendants’ proceedings 
in this case justly merit reprehension, they should be 
ordered to pay their own costs, because it is evident 
from the Nazir’s report, that both defendants were 
present at the disturbance.” 

The present respondent, considering that he was ag¬ 
grieved by this decree, inasmuch as he was made to 
bear his own costs of defending himself against a 
claim which the Court ultimately dismissed, appealed 
to the Sudder Adawlut at Surat. Upon the re¬ 
moval of that Court to Bombay, the appeal was trans¬ 
ferred, and prosecuted in, the Provincial Court of 
Guzerat . 

In the prosecution of the appeal before the Provin¬ 
cial Court, the present appellant was introduced as a 
respondent, upon a petiton made by her, alleging that 
she was the widow of Bucktoo Mull , and that the de¬ 
ceased Pernia 7 iund-das was in his life merely the head 
manager of the shop by virtue of her appointment. 
She therefore claimed, as owner of the shop, the repu¬ 
tation of which had been injured by the proceedings of 
the original defendants, to be entitled to defend the 
appeal in the Provincial Court. 

On the 19th day of February 1829, the Provincial 
Court, on the authority of Regulation II. of 1800, sect. 7, 
which directs that, after the parties in a suit have been 
heard and witnesses and exhibits examined and consi- 
sidered, the Judge is to give judgment according to 
justice and right, and is to order costs to be paid to 
the party in whose favour the decree should be made, 
reversed so much of the decree of the Zillah Court as 
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adjudged the present respondent (the appellant in the 
Provincial Court) to bear his own costs; which costs, 
together with the costs of the appeal, were ordered to 
be paid by the present appellant. 

From the decree of the Provincial Court the pre¬ 
sent appellant appealed to the Sudder Adawlut of 
Bombay, and, on the 15th day of January 1830, that 
Court affirmed the decree of the Provincial Court, and 
further decreed, that all the costs incurred in the Sud- 
der Adawlut should be borne by the appellant. From 
this decree the appellant appealed to His Majesty in 
Council; praying that the said decision might be re¬ 
versed for the following reasons:— 

I. Because section 7, Regulation II, A. D. 1800, was 
not applicable to suits instituted for damages arising 

from injury to character, and had not hitherto in prac¬ 
tice been so applied. 

II. Because the conduct of the respondents was ob¬ 
viously irregular and malicious, and the original plain¬ 
tiffs’ suit having only failed by the death of their 
principal, the Zillah Court was called upon, in justice 
and equity, to direct each party to pay their own 
costs. 

III. Because it was satisfactorily established, that in 
such cases as the present, the Zillah Court of Surat 
claims, and has exercised, the power of apportioning 
the costs according to its view of the conduct of the 
parties, although the plaintiff may be said, in strict 
technical language, to have failed in this action. 

The respondent, on the other hand, contended, 

that the decree ought to be affirmed, for the following 
reasons 

I. Because the original suit in the Zillah Court of 
Surat having been dismissed, that Court was not com- 
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petent to exercise any discretion on the subject of- 
costs, but ought to have given the respondent, as one 
of the defendants in the suit, his costs as of course. 

II. Because, if it had been within the competence 
of the Zillah Court to exercise any discretion with 
respect to the costs of the defendants, the respondent 
ought to have had his costs, inasmuch as not only the 
original plaintiffs failed to make out any case for a 
decree in their favour, and upon their own showing, 

they were not entitled to maintain any action for the 

causes of complaint stated; but there was also no evi> 
dence of the respondent having committed, or having 
been implicated in, any act or proceeding of an illegal 
or reprehensible character. 

Mr. Miller, K.C., Mr. Wigram, K.C., and Mr. 

Jackson, for the Appellant, cited Daee V. Motee 

Methoo* and Reg. IV. of 1827, sect. 58, cl. 1. 

Mr. Serjeant Spankie, and Mr. E. J. Lloyd, for 

the Respondent. 

The CHIEF Judge of the Court of Bankruptcy: 

It will not be necessary to hear the counsel on 
the part of the respondents in this case. The 
question arises upon Regulation II, of 1800, sect. 
7, which enacts, “that after the parties m a suit 
have been heard, and witnesses and exhibits ex- 
amined and considered, the Judge is to give ju g 
ment according to justice and right, and is to order 
costs to be paid to the party in whose favour the d - 
cree should be made. There are subsequent Regula 


o i Borradaile, Bombay Reps. 75. 
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tions which are applicable to cases, where the parties 
may elect to proceed in their cause, or where the de¬ 
fendant absconds and does not appear. 

In this case the action was brought by two of the 
clerks of a person of the name of Permanund-das, for 
injury supposed to have been sustained to the reputa¬ 
tion and the trade of their master, by the conduct of 
the defendant. It appeared in the course of the cause, 
that the master died before this action had been com¬ 
menced, and therefore, although some injury had been 
sustained by the plaintiffs themselves, they rejected 
that as the ground of their suit, and rested their case 
entirely upon the right that their master had to re¬ 
cover damages for injury sustained by him : the Court 
thought that the suit could not be further proceeded 
in, and non-suited the plaintiff, but directed that each 
party should pay their own costs. 

Now if there had been a discretion with respect to 
the costs, vested in the Zillah Court, their Lordships 
would not, I think, have allowed an appeal against 
the exercise of that discretion, because no appeal 
against a decree merely as to costs would be allowed; 
but the question here is, whether the Zillah Court 
had any discretion to exercise, and whether they were 
not bound by the terms of Regulation II, sect. 7, 
1800. 

Upon the appeal by one of the defendants against 
this decision, the Provincial Court and the Sudder 
Dewanny were both of opinion, that the Zillah Court 
had no discretion, and ought to have decreed both the 
defendants their costs; but inasmuch as the appeal 
there was only by one of the defendants, they would 
not reverse the sentence against the other defendant, 
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who had not appealed, but did so in favour of the de¬ 
fendant appealing, and gave him the costs also of the 

appeal. 

Their Lordships are of opinion that the Judgment of 
the Provincial Court and Sudder DeWanny is correct; 
that the Zillah Court had no discretion to exercise 
upon the subject, because the ground of the decision 
of the Zillah Court appears to have been, that this was 
a suit instituted by parties who had no Tight to insti¬ 
tute it, the person in whose name and on whose behalf 
it was instituted being at the time dead, and therefore 
having no right to institute the suit the judgment was 

upon the merits, that the whole case being before the 
Court, according to the provision in the Regulation they 
must give the costs according to the result of the 

suit. . 

A case has been cited from Borradale s Reports, in 

which the Court appears, in an action under very 
peculiar circumstances, to have given a most extraor¬ 
dinary decision. First of all, in deciding that the 
defendants should pay the costs to a plaintiff who.did 
not succeed, and then, when that plaintiff appealed in 
two stages to other Courts and failed also there, giving 
the costs in like manner against the respondents, who 
in all three of the proceedings had succeeded. This is 
rather too strong a case their Lordships think to be 
cited as an authority; and, besides, there appears to have 
been no objection made by the parties, and no appeal 
from the decision of the Court below as to costs ^ the 
point therefore was never raised, and that decision 

cannot be cited as an authority for it. 

Again, it has been said, that there has been a Kegu- 

1 at ion passed in the year 1827, (•«« the deCreC ,0 
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question was made,) and that we must look at that Re- lS 37 . 
gulation, not merely as declaring what should take place Mussumat 
from the year 1827, but as recognizing the practice of Keem ^ l BAEB 
the Courts, which is supposed to have prevailed from Latchman- 

. DAS 

the time of the passing of the Regulation of 1800 down Nakrain-das. 
to that day; but there is nothing in the Regulation 
of 1827 which is declaratory, or which shows any 
recognition of any such practice. The provisions there 
enacted are evidently prospective only—and inasmuch 
as this decree was pronounced before that Regulation 
was made, we must decide this case without any refer¬ 
ence to those provisions. Their Lordships are, there¬ 
fore, of opinion, that the judgment of the Court of 
Sudder Dewanny must be affirmed, as far as the same 
applies to the appellant's own proportion of the costs, 
which amount to 1,298 rupees, in the Zillah Court, 
and the whole of the costs in the Courts of Appeal 
from the Zillah Court. 
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The Bengal 
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Reg. II. 1805) 

held conclu¬ 
sive in a ques¬ 
tion of title, 
where adverse 
possessionhad 
been held for 
more than 
twelve years, 
and the fraud 
alleged as tak¬ 
ing the case 
out of the 
Regulations 
was not 
proved* 


Rajah Dundial Sing, and others ... Appellants, 

v. 

Rajah Anund Kishwur Sing ... Respondent . 

On Appeal from the Sudder Dewanny Court of 

Bengal. 

On the 6th day of May 1808, Rajah Gunga Persad 
Sing (the original plaintiff,) filed his plaint in the Zil- 
lah Court of Sarun , claiming, upon a plea of title by 
inheritance, to recover from Rajah Beer Kishwur Sing 
(the original defendant,) possession of pergunnas Munf 
howah and Sumrown , in the talook of Sungrampoor , 
and certain salt-mahals, all which were formerly part 
of the sirkar* of Chumparun, in .soobah Bahar . The 
remaining part of Chumparun sirkar, consisting of 
pergunnas Maiksee and Bubrah , were in the possession 
of the plaintiff. 

The plaintiff’s father's first cousin was Rajah Dhoo- 
roop Sing , ‘ the last undisputed owner and possessor 
of the whole of the Chumparun sirkar: he died in 
the year 1169 Fusly (A. D. 1762) without issue 
male of his body. Upon his death Rajah Joogul 
Kishwur Sing, (who was the only or eldest son of 
a daughter of Dhooroop Singj) succeeded to the.rajgyt, 
and to the possession of the sirkar , as the adopted 
son and heir of the deceased Rajah. In the year 
1173 Fusly (A. D. 1766,) one year after the acqui- 


0 Division of a province, 
f Royalty, dignity or quality of a Rajah. 
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sition of the Dewanny by the Government, Rajah 
Joogul Kishwur Sing having joined in opposition to 
the British Government, and having been defeated 
by the forces of the East India Company, fled to 
Bnndlecund, whereupon the British Government took 
possession of his estate, and placed the zemindary 
under the management of their revenue officers. In 
the year 1771 A. D. he returned upon the invita¬ 
tion of the members of the Patna Council, and upon 
that occasion a portion of his estates, consisting 
of the pergunnas and other particulars, which were 
the subject of the suit, was restored to him j but in 
consequence of his failing to discharge the revenue 
assessed upon them, he was, in the following year, 
again deprived of the management and possession of 
these' pergunnas, and ordered thenceforth to reside 
at Patna . 

The Patna Council fixed the sum of 12,000 rupees 
per annum for his malikana * of which he was allowed 
to receive 5,000 rupees for his subsistence; the resi¬ 
due of the 12,000 rupees was directed to be brought 
to the Company’s account, in discharge of the balance 
due from him for arrears of revenue. The Council 
also directed, that the Rajah’s subsistence money 
should be paid to him monthly from the collections of 
sirkar Chumparun. 

At the time of Rajah Joogul Kishwur's restoration 
to a portion of his zemindary, the residue thereof 
(namely, the pergunnas Maihsce and Buhrah) were 
bestowed by the Government upon Rajah Sri Kishen 
Sing and Baboo Abd-ool Sing , who were first cousins 
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on the paternal side 6f the deceased Rajdh Dhooroop 
Sing , 

The allowance of rupees 5,000 per annum was paid to 
Rajah Joogul Kishwur until his death, which happened 
in the year 1191 Fusly (A. D. 1784^). Rajah Beer 
Kishwur Sing , the original defendant^was his son and 
heir, and the same allowance was continued to him by 
the British Government until the year 1197 Fusty, 
(A. D. 1790,) when the decennial settlement was esta¬ 
blished, Upon the formation of that settlement. 
Rajah Beer Kishwur Sing and Rajah S'ri Kishen Sing 
presented to Mr. Montgomery , the Collector, separate 
durkhasts,* praying that the settlement of the whole 
sirkar might be made with them respectively* and each 
of them on that occasion advanced adverse claims to 
the sirkar in question, as heir to the deceased Rajah 
Dhooroop Sing. Upon a reference made by Mr# Mont - 
gomery to the Government for instructions in this 
matter, the Governor-General in Council confirmed 
the former division of sirkar Chumparun, and directed 
that, in accordance therewith, the decennial settle¬ 
ment of pergunnas Munjhowah and Su 7 nrown should 
be formed with Beer Kishwur Sing, , The decennial 
settlement of that portion of sirkar Chumparun was in 
the year 1791 A. D., made with him accordingly, and 
that of the remainder of the sirkar (namely, pergunnas 
Maihsee and Bubrah,) was formed with Ra;ah Sri 
Kishen Sing. 

Sri Kishen Sing died in the year 1205 Fusly (A. D. 
1798,) and was succeeded by Gunga Persad, the 
original plaintiff, his son and heir. The plaint was 
filed on the 6th of May 1808, after a lapse of seven- 
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teen years from the time at which the decennial 
settlement was formed, and throughout the whole 
of which period Rajah Beer Kishwur Sing, the 
original defendant, had been in undisputed posses¬ 
sion of the pergunnas, &c. forming the subject of the 

claim. 

The plaintiff deduced his title from Rajah Oogur 
Sane, who, he alleged, possessed the whole of the 
sirkar of Chumparun; that upon his death his son. 
Rajah Gaj Sing, became vested in the possession, 
which from him devolved upon his son, Dulleep Sing; 
that Dulleep Sing in his lifetime, in conformity with 
the usual practice, established Rajah Dhooroop Sing, 
his son, in the succession, and died; that Rajah 
Dhooroop Sing continued in possession of the rajgy up 
to the year 1168 Fusly (A. D. 1761); but in the year 
1169 Fusly, (A. D. 1762,) upon due consideration of 
right to succession as established in the family, he 
made over, while he was still alive, the rajgy of the 
said sirhar to Rajah Sri Kishcn (the father of the 
plaintiff,) son to Pirthcc Sing, grandson to Rajah Gnj 
Sing, and nephew to Dulleep Sing, and at the same 
time executed in his favour a deed of conveyance of the 
rajgy and the milkeut of the estate comprising the 
whole oAhe sirkar aforesaid, and gave him entry into 
the zemindary. The plaintiff represented, that when, 
in the year 1170 Fusly, (A. D. 1763,) the British Go¬ 
vernment was established, the lands comprized in the 
said sirkar were attached, but that Sri Kishcn conti¬ 
nued to receive the malikana, and other rights an¬ 
nexed to the zemindary up to 1177 Fusly (A. D. 
1770) j that in the following year the settlement of 
the whole sirkar was made with him, and from the 
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year 1772 A. D. to 1790 A. D., although the business 1 
of the sirkar was conducted by the Amins,* and at 
other times entrusted to the MootahdarsA the plain¬ 
tiff’s father, Sri Kishen , received the malikana. 

The plaint then proceeded to state the manner in- 
which, upon the formation of the decennial settlement 
in 1790 A. D., Sri Kishen had been deprived of the 
possession of the pergunnas, &c. which the plaintiff 
claimed to recover, and alleged certain fraudulent 
practices, whereby possession had been obtained by the 
defendant. Beer Riskwur, and by which it was attempt¬ 
ed to relieve the plaintiff’s case from the bar created 
by lapse of time. 

In conformity with the provisions of Reg. XIII. of 
1808, the case was transferred from the Zillah Court 
of Sarun to the Provincial Court of Patna ; and the suit 
having afterwards abated, by the death of the plaintiff, 
Gunga Per sad Sing, was in the year i8ro revived, and 
prosecuted in the Provincial Court by his son and heir, 
the present appellant, Duiidial Sing. 

On the 21 st of July 1810 the defendant, Beer Kish¬ 
wur, filed his answer to the plaint, insisting upon his 
title as son and heir of Joogul Kishwur, the adopted 
son of Dhooroop Sing, and denying the several allega¬ 
tions contained in the plaint ■ he relied also upon 
the bar to the plaintiff’s claim arising from lapse 
of time. 

The plaintiff’s replication and the defendant’s re- 


0 A commissioner, a provincial native officer, appointed to the 
temporary collection of the revenue. 

4 A person who engages for the payment of the Government reve¬ 
nue; a revenue farmer. 
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joinder were afterwards filed, and the parties then 
produced their evidence, which was wholly documen¬ 
tary. 

The first piece of documentary evidence produced 
by the plaintiff was a copy of a deed of convey¬ 
ance of the rajgy and sirkar of Chumparun , dated 
1169 Fusly, (A. D. 1762,) alleged to have been 
executed by Rajah Dliooroop Sing in favour of Sri 
Kishcn, and whereby he was constituted heir and 
successor to the said Rajah. The original deed 
was not produced, or its due execution proved, 
nor was any evidence given to show that such a deed 
had been executed, or had been produced at any 
former period. 

The next document was a copy of a lease granted 
by the Government, of the whole sirkar for the year 
1178 Fusly (A. D. 1771,) in favour of Sri Kishen and 
Abd-ool Sing , in which they are termed Maliks and 
Zemindars of the Chumparun sirkar. This lease was 
granted previously to the return of Rajah Joogul Kish- 
wur from Bundlccund, upon the invitation of the Patna 
Council, and whilst, in consequence of Rajah Joogul 
Kiehwur’s defection and flight, the sirkar of Chumparun 
had been assumed by the British authorities. The plain¬ 
tiff also produced two perwannas, addressed by Nawah 
Kassim Khan to Sri Kishen, wherein he is recognized 
as zemindar, and is directed to conduct the business 
of the rajgy , and to discharge the revenues. These 
orders were dated respectively in the years 1762 and 
1764 A. D.; but were not proved to be genuine. 

The plaintiff produced some other documents, none 
of which had any bearing upon the case. 

No evidence was given in support of the allegations 
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of fraud and collusion, which, by the plaint, were 
charged against the defendant. 

The decumentary evidence produced by the defen¬ 
dant consisted, 

First,—Of letters addressed to Rajah JoogulKish¬ 
wur by the members of the Patna Council and Mr. 
Golding , the Collector, inviting him to return to the 
British territories, and to appear before the Council at 
Patna , with assurances of favour and protection. 

Second,—Two orders or certificates of the collector, 
the first of which appeared to be an order, directing 
the malguzars in pergunnas Munjhowah and Sumrown, 
whose revenue payments were in arrear for the year 
1178 Fusly, (A.D. 1771,) to pay their arrears to Joogul 
Kishwur as zemindar of those pergunnas. The other 
was an order or certificate, dated 27th January 1791, 
A. D. notifying to the village officers an ryots, that 
the pergunnas Munjhowah and Sumrown had, in obedi¬ 
ence to the orders of the Governor-General in Council, 
been allotted to the defendant, the son of Joogul Kish - 
wur, deceased, as his miCkeut and zemindary, and 
directing them to pay to him, as malik and zemindar, 
the revenues of the lands comprised in those per¬ 
gunnas. 

Third,—Certain revenue accounts for the years 
1179, 1180, and 1181 Fusly, (A, D. 1772, 1773, 1774 .) 
showing by the two former, that pergunnas Munjhowah 
and Sumrown were the recognized inheritance and mil- 
keut of Joogul Kishwur ; and the last, relating to 
1774 A. D., that he was entitled to a portion of the 
malikana due in respect of the sirkar of Chumparun, 
and Sri Kishen to other part thereof, which division 
of the malikana for the whole sirkar between these two 
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persons would follow upon the partition made of the 
sirkar in 1771 A. D. 

The defendant also filed a duly authenticated copy of 
the orders of Government, in obedience to which the 
decennial settlement of pergunnas Munjhowah and 
Sumrown was made with him in the year 1791 A. D., 
the tenor of which excluded the possibility of that 
settlement having been affected by means of any 
intrigue or collusive dealing between the defendant 
and Jugmohwn, as alleged by the plaint. 

Upon the evidence thus adduced, the Provincial 
Court, on the 29th of October 1812, gave judgment in 
the cause, and dismissed the plaintiff’s suit with costs, 
observing that, “ As the plaintiff and his father never 
held possession of the mahals in contention, either by 
regulating their internal management, by making their 
revenue collections, or by receiving their malikcina 
during the course of twelve years, indeed for a much 
longer period (that is to say, from the year 1169 to 
1215 Fusly, when the claim was first prosecuted), this 
case does not, agreeably to the Regulations, come 
within the cognizance of the Court; it is therefore 
ordered and decreed, that the claim of the plaintiff be 
dismissed, and that he be made liable for all the costs 
of suit upon it.” 

From this decree the plaintiff, Dvjiidial Sing, ap¬ 
pealed to the Sudder Dewanny Adawlut. The other 
two appellants, Dooshl Doowun Singznd Rad ha Mohun 
Sing, who were brothers of the original plaintiff, 
Gunga Pcrsad Sing, and interested in the suit, were 
admitted by the Sudder Dewanny Adawlut to join 
with their nephew, the appellant, Dundial Sing, in the 
prosecution of the appeal; and they and their co-ap- 
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pellant, Dundial Sing , subsequently filed a great 
number of additional documents. 

On the 9th of May 1816, the Sudder Dewanny 
Adawlut considered it requisite to ascertain who was 
the incumbent of the C humparun sirkar from 1170 
to 1172 Fnsly (A. D. 1763 to 1765), and ordered 
that the register of the Court should address a letter 
to Government and the Board of Revenue, to trans¬ 
mit either the originals or the copies of such papers 
as might have been placed among the records of 
Government, tending to show the occupancy by any 
zemindar of the sirkar during that intervaL 

Before the appeal to the Sudder Dewanny Adawlut 
was ripe for judgment, Beer Kishwur Sing, who was 
the original defendant in the cause, died; and upon 
his death the present respondent, his son and heir, 
was admitted to defend the appeal. 

On the 8th day of July 1817, the Sudder'Dewanny 
Adawlut gave judgment in the appeal, and after stating 
the circumstances already detailed, declared the follow¬ 
ing as the opinion of the Court 

“The claim of the appellants to succeed to Rajah 
Dhooroop Sing , who died before the present Govern¬ 
ment was established, can have no title to a hear¬ 
ing, because they have neglected to bring it to the 
notice of any of the Courts of Judicature from 
the time that the Rajah died down to the present 
moment. It is to be further observed, that if their 
right to succeed to Rajah Dhooroop Sing were acknow¬ 
ledged to be conformable with the ordinations of the 
Sastras,* still in that case even the rights of all the 


0 Law texts. Hindoo law. 
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parties to the rajgy must necessarily be annihilated, 
because it was confiscated by the State with a view to 
punish the rebellion of Joogul Kishwur Sing, the then 
incumbent Rajah, and this particular is fully established 
by the records of Government. Under these circum¬ 
stances, the groundless claim set up by the successors 
to Sri Kishefi Sing and Baboo Abd-ool Sing in the year 
1215 Fusly , is highly unjust, and the decision passed 
by the senior judge of the Provincial Court of appeal for 
the division of Patna appears to be strictly right and 
proper, and entitled to affirmation.” It was therefore 
ordered, and finally decreed, that the appeal be dis¬ 
missed, and that the costs of suit be laid at their 
responsibility. 

From this decree the present appellants appealed to 
His Majesty iu Council $ praying that the same might 
be reversed for the following reasons:—» 

I. Because it was proved that Rajah Dhooroop Sing 
duly.transf erred the raj to Rajah Kis hen Sing , and 
there was no evidence to impeach the deed of 17 62, 
witnessing the transfer. 

II. Because no evidence was offered in the Court 
below of Rajah Dhooroop Sing having transferred the 
raj to Joogul Kishwur Sing , by having adopted him as 
his son ; and no such adoption did, in fact, or could 
lawfully take place. 

III. Because, in the absence of such transfer by 
Rajah Dhooroop Sing, the inheritance in question 
would by law devolve upon the appellants, unless such 
legal devolution were intercepted by some special 
ground or legal means. 

IV. Because the sirkar Chumparun was never, in 
fact, confiscated by the Government j and if, as was 
suggested in the decree of the Sudder Adawlut, there 
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had been a confiscation of the sirkar for the rebellion 
of Joogul Kishwur Sing , it could only affect his rights 
and those claiming under him, and not the rights of 
the appellants. 

V. Because the claim of the appellants was not 
barred by lapse of time, inasmuch as the possession 
was not adverse as between the appellants and respon¬ 
dent until the nine years* settlement, made in 1197 
Fusly, expired, in 1206 Fusly (A. D. 1798-9), and 
because such possession as the respondent had was 
obtained by fraud. 

The respondent, on the other hand, contended that 
the decree appealed from ought to be affirmed, for the 
following reasons: 

f. Because the appellants failed to show any title to 
the pergunnas, &c., in question ; but, on the contrary, 
the title thereto was sufficiently proved to have been 
vested in Rajah Joogul Kishwur , and from him to have 
descended upon Beer Kishwur and the respondent in 
succession. 

II. Because, even if the appellants had made out a 
case of indisputable title, yet at the time of the filing 
of the plaint, that title, or the right to sue upon 
it, was barred by virtue of the provisions contained 
in the Bengal Regulations for the limitations of civil 
suits. 


Mr. Miller, K.C., Mr. Wigram , K.C., and Mr. 
Jackson, for the Appellants. 

Mr. Serjeant Spankie t and Mr. E. J. Lloyd, for 
the Respondent. 


The Judicial Committee, without calling upon the 
respondent’s counsel, dismissed the appeal, affirming 
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the decree of the Court below with costs ; observing, 
that no case of fraud was established against the respon¬ 
dent Kishwur Sing, and that the right of action 
having commenced long anterior to the period limited 
by the Bengal Limitation of Suits Regulations, the ap¬ 
pellant was absolutely barred. 
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Boman-jee Muncher-jee ... ... Appellant, 

v. 

SYUD Hoossain Abd-Oollah ... Respondent * 

On Appeal from the Sudder Dewanny Court of 

% 

Bombay. 


6 & 7 Decem¬ 
ber 1837, 

The recital of 
a power of 
attorney in a 
Will,affecting 
to transmit 
the authority 
conferred by 
it, is not suffi¬ 
cient evidence 
of the con¬ 
tents of such 
an instrument 
in theabsence 
of proof of its 
loss or de¬ 
struction. 

A suit hav¬ 
ing been 
brought for 
the amount of 
one year's 
■moghulaee, or 
government 
dues, and 
amended by 
claiming, pur¬ 
suant to Reg. 
IV. of 1827, 
ch. ii. sec. 3, 
ten years’ 
dues, is a suit 
for the title to 
the dues as 
well as for 


By a firman (or royal grant) under the seal of the 
Emperor of Delhi, purporting to bear date the 22nd 
year of the reign of Mahomed Shah, (A. D. 1748,) 
a certain part of the income of the pergunnah of 
Chourasee, in the province of Ahmedabad, consist¬ 
ing of the moghulaee or government dues of the vil¬ 
lages of Batta and Khansa, and their dependencies, 
Kussolee and Lashor, was granted to Syud Abd-ool Re- 
heman and his issue for ever. 

On the death of Syud Abd-ool Reheman, the dues 
descended to his son, Syud Abd-oollah; and upon Syud 
Abd-oollah’s death, they descended to and became 
divisible in shares amongst his three sons, Syud 
Hamud, Syud Abd-oollah Reheman, and the respon¬ 
dent, Syud Hoossain Abd-oollah , and his two daughters, 
Sharif a Fatima and Sharif a Alvea. 

0 Present : Members of the Judicial Committee ,—Lord Brougham, 
Mr. Baron Parke, Mr. Justice Bosanquet, Sir John Nicholl, and the 
Right Hon. Sir Thomas Erskine, the Chief Judge of the Court of 
Bankruptcy. 

Privy Councillor,— Assessor, The Right Hon. Sir Edward Hyde 
East, Bart. 


the dues themselves. 
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In the year Hijra 1221 (A.D. 1S06), the respon¬ 
dent, Syud Hoossain Abd-oollah , left Surat, where he 
then resided, and went and settled in the island of 
Java ; and it was alleged that previously to his . de¬ 
parture he executed and delivered to his eldest bro¬ 
ther, Syud Hatnud , an instrument in the nature of 
a power of attorney, authorizing him to receive and 
appropriate his share of the moghulace dues of the 
villages in payment of his debts, and for that pur¬ 
pose empowering him to mortgage or sell such 

share. 

On the 8th of May 1822, Syud Hamud , by 
his agent, Wittuldas, executed a mortgage of his 
own (and in pursuance of this pretended authority 
included his brother’s, the respondent’s) shares of 
the dues of the villages, to Govindun , as the agent 
of the firm of Atmaram Bookun , for the sum of R. 
I 2,OOI» 

On the 7th Mohurrum 1238 Hijra (24th of Sep- 
Icmber 1822, A. D.), a short time previous to his 
death, Syud Hamud made and executed, according 
to the forms and solemnities of the Mahomedan 
law, an instrument in the nature of a Will and deed 
of gift, in which, after referring to the alleged power 
of attorney given to him by his brother, the respon¬ 
dent, Syud Hoossain , “ he declared, both on his 

own behalf, and on behalf of his younger brother, 
Syud Hoossain, that the villages of Batta and Khansa 
had been mortgaged by him, by the mortgage bond 
of the 8th of May 1822, in order to clear off his 
own debts, and those due by his younger brother 
(the respondent), and that as he had paid off all 
his brother’s debts, he had therefore included his 
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brother's share of the dues in the said mortgage. 
And he thereby constituted his wife. Shari/a Hadji 
Begum , after his death, heir to the said power of attor¬ 
ney, and therefore to pay off the debts which had been 
contracted on the mortgage, and to be guardian of his 
children and dependents, and those of his constituent, 
Syud Hoossain, and olso authorized her after his death 
to sell his half share of the 7 noghulaee dues of the 
village of Batta, and also the half, share of his consti¬ 
tuent, Syud Hoossain , {which had been mortgaged,) as 
heir to him and his said constituent, for the price of 
the day, and to pay the proceeds into the hands of the 
aforenamed bankers to whom the property was mort¬ 
gaged, and to clear off the mortgage from the half 
share of the village of Khansa, and to give Syud 
Hoossain, his constituent aforenamed, his share in 
charge to his wife, that she might maintain her¬ 
self and her children, and to keep his share in her 
own possession, for the maintenance of herself, her 
two children, and also his other relations and de¬ 
pendents.” 

On the 6th Safar Mahasafar 1240 Hijra (30th of Sep¬ 
tember 1824, A.D.), Sharif a Hadji Begum , by virtue 
of the authority vested in her by the will and deed of 
gift of her husband, Syud Hamud, entered into an 
agreement with the appellant, Boman-jee Muncher-jee, 
for the sale to him of the moghulaee dues of the village 
of Batta, including the share of the respondent, Syud 
Hoossain , for the sum of R. 25,001, and, pursuant 
to such agreement, a deed of sale was drawn up 
by the Kazi, bearing date the 26th of October 1824, 
whereby, in consideration of R. 25,001, the whole 
of the moghulaee dues of the village of Batta , toge- 
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ther with the tannah* (with the exception of an in¬ 
come of R. 478, enjoyed by the purchaser by virtue 
of another bond given by the Nawab Sufter Jung , 
and excepting also an income of R. 227, being the 
share belonging to Syud Abd-ool Reheman), were sold 
and transferred to the appellant, Boman-jce Afuncher - 
jee. The above-mentioned deed of sale was signed by 
Rustom-jee Sorab-jee, as attorney of the said Shari fa 
Hadji Begum , on her behalf, and annexed to it was the 
seal of Sharifa Hadji Begum herself, as well as the 
signatures and seals of the Kazi, + and Alooftis, of 
Surat , and of the Patels and other officers of the village 
of Batta . 

From the completion of his purchase, in the month 
of October 1824, until the year 1831, the appellant, 
BOman-jee Muncher-jee, received the moghulacc dues of 
the village of Batta without any claim being advanced 
by the respondent. 

In the year 1831 the respondent put forth his 
claim to a part of the moghulaee dues of the village of 
Batta , which had been so purchased by the appellant, 
Boman-jee Muncher-jee , from the said Sharifa Iladji 
Begum , insisting that the power of attorney given by 
him to his brother, Syud Hamud , on his departure 
from Surat, did not authorize him to sell his share of 
the said dues, and on the 20th of January 1831, the 
respondent filed his plaint in the Court of the Native 
Commissioner of Surat, against the appellant, and the 
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Car coon and Patels of the village of Batta , for the 
recovery of R. 227, the alleged amount of his share of 
the dues for the year 1831. The respondent after¬ 
wards amended his plaint and claimed, pursuant to 
Bombay Regulation IV, of 1827, ch. 2, sec. 3, the 
sum of R. 2,270, being ten times the value of the annual 
sum of R, 227. 

On the nth of March 1831, the appellant (the 
defendant in the Court below,) filed his answer to the 
above plaint, and on the 26th of June following, his 
further answer to the amended plaint of the re¬ 
spondent, denying the claim advanced by the respon¬ 
dent to the moghulaee dues of the village of Batta t 
purchased by him from Sharif a Hadji Begum^ and 
insisting on the validity of such purchase. 

The plaint came on for hearing before the Native 
Commissioner of Surat, on the nth of March 1831, 
when documentary and oral evidence was produced on 
both sides, but the power of attorney upon which 
Hadji Begum y s right to sell depended, was not produced, 
nor was any evidence tendered of its being lost or 
destroyed, but its original existence and purport as¬ 
sumed from the recital of the Will. On the 31st of De¬ 
cember 1831, the Native Commissioner gave judgment 
is favour of the respondent, and expressed his opinion 

that the power of attorney given by the plaintiff (the 
respondent) did not authorize Syud Hamud to sell 

his brother’s share ; and decreed “that the defendants 

should collectively pay the plaintiff his share of the 

moghulaee dues of the village of Batta, as sued for, 

lor the year Sumvut 1887 (A.D. 1831), amounting to 

R. 227; and that the claim by the defendant for R. 

227 due upon the deed of sale, for the plaintiff's share, 
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should be thrown out, and all costs were awarded 
against the defendants.” 

The appellant, feeling himself aggrieved by the de¬ 
cree of the Native Commissioner, appealed to the Zillah 
Court of Surat; the appeal came on for hearing on the 
4th of February 1832, before the Judge of the Zillah 
Court, who reversed the decree of the Native Commis¬ 
sioner, and ordered that the Respondent should bear the 
costs of both Courts. 

The present Respondent appealed against this de¬ 
cree of reversal to the Sudder Adawlut at Suart y 
and upon the appeal coming before the Acting 
Puisne Judge, he deemed it right to propound to 
the Mahomedan law-officer of the Court the two fol¬ 
lowing questions:— 

First.—“ If any person should leave the coun¬ 
try, having appointed a person his attorney to mort¬ 
gage or sell his property, and that person, with¬ 
out the knowledge of his constituent, should, by 
virtue of that power of attorney, appoint a third 
person, either by Will or in any other way, to sell or 
mortgage the property, is he authorized so to do, or 

not ?• 

Second.—“ If the power of attorney should not be 
forthcoming, but from the Will being produced and 
faith being placed in it, would the property being sold 
of right belong to the heir, or not?” 

To these questions, the law-officer of the Court re¬ 
turned the following answers:— 

“Having maturely deliberated upon the question 
above proposed by the Judges of the Sudder Adawlut, 
and from a reference to the books of law, it appears, 
that if a person constituting an attorney, should autho- 
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rize him to conduct a single business or businesses, 
either in his own person or by appointing another, 
then he is authorized to appoint a third person to do 
the duty, but otherwise he is not,” 

The answer to the second question was, that “when 
a power of attorney is lost, and it appears from a Will 
that there was a power bearing a certain date under 

9 1 > f • 1 * 

the Mooftfs seal, and written according to law, clearly 

authorizing the sate of the property, then having a re- 

• # 

liance on the Will, the heir of the attorney is autho¬ 
rized to sell the property of the constituent, as reliance 
may be placed upon the acts of those who are learned 
in the law, and in their writings.” 

Having taken into consideration these replies to the 
questions of the Court, the acting Judge, on the 25th 
of June 1833, delivered his opinion oh the case to the 
following effect: “The Court considering the mis¬ 
chievous effect that would arise, if Courts of Justice 
were to recognize illegal sales, merely because the 
intention was honest, or the authority mistaken, 
is disposed to annul the sale, as regards the appel¬ 
lant, (the present respondent;) leaving the respon¬ 
dent (the present appellant) to sue for damages from 
the person from whom he received his defective 
title.” 

As a decision to this effect involved a rerversal of the 
decree appealed from, it became necessary to submit 
the case to the consideration of a full Court, which 
was accordingly done; and on the 29th of June , each of 
the Judges having delivered a minute of his opi¬ 
nion, the Court pronounced its final decree, observ¬ 
ing, that it appeared to the Court (after taking the 
opinion of the raw-officer,) that it was not competent 
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for Shari/a Hadji Begum to alienate by sale the share 
of the appellant in the moghulaee dues of Batta, al¬ 
though for his benefit, without the production of full 
and sufficient powers, and therefore it is determined to 
annul the same. Yet as Sharifa Hadji Begu?n, had 
acted under mistaken notions of the powers vested in 
her, it was considered equitable, under the peculiar cir¬ 
cumstances of the case, to direct that the share then in 
possession of the respondent, belonging to the appel¬ 
lant, should not be alienated in any manner by the 
appellant, until the result of any legal process which 
the respondent might institute, should be known, 
such process being commenced within six months from 
that date, and in the interim, the proceeds to be re¬ 
covered and kept under attachment by the Zillah 
Court. Costs in the three Courts to be borne by the 
respondent. The decree last-mentioned was pro¬ 
nounced by the majority of the three Judges of the 
Court, the Chief Judge, James Sutherland, Esq., dis¬ 
senting from the judgment of his colleagues, and being 
of opinion, that the judgment passed by the acting 
Judge of the Zillah Court, was just and proper, and 
that it ought to be confirmed. 

Against this decree the appellant appealed to His 
Majesty in Council, insisting that it should be re¬ 
versed, and the decree of the Zillah Court of Surat , of 
the 4th of February 1832, ought to be confirmed, for 
the following reasons: — 

I. Because it was proved, [by the evidence in the 
cause, that the power of attorney given by the re¬ 
spondent to his brother, Syud Hamud , did authorize a 
sale of the respondent’s share of the rnughulace dues 
of the village of Batta, and that by virtue of such 
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power of attorney, and of the will of the Syud Bamud, 
Shari/a Hadji Begum had full power and authority 
to sell the share of the respondent, in such mogkulaee 
dues. 

II. That inasmuch as the deed of sale of the mog- 
hulaee dues in question, was drawn up by the Kazi of 
Suraty and its execution attested by two Mooftis of the 
same city, it was to be presumed, in the absence of the 
power of attorney, that such sale was authorized by, 
and made in conformity with, the terms of such power 
of attorney. 

IlL The conduct of the respondent, with respect to 
his alleged interest in the said inoghulaee dues, and 
more especially, his not asserting any claim for so many 
years after the sale, and part of the proceeds thereof 
being applied in liquidation of his debts, were incon¬ 
sistent with the existence of any bona fide right in 
him, and such facts strongly support the appellant's 

title. 

The respondents, however, submitted that the de- 
cree appealed from ought to be affirmed, for the fol¬ 


lowing reasons:— 

I. Because it was clear upon the evidence, that the 
respondent was entitled, as one of the sons of his de¬ 
ceased father, Syud Abd-oollak, to the share for which 
he sued of the mogkulaee dues of the village of Batta , 
and that the appellant was in possession thereof, claim¬ 
ing title thereto as purchaser from Hadji Begum, 
under an alleged power of attorney from the re¬ 


spondent. # 

II. Because the appellant was bound to establish his 

title as purchaser, by adducing proof of the authority 

of Hadji Beguiii to sell the respondents’ share * which, 
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however, the appellant failed to do, and the evidence 
of the witnesses to prove the contents of the supposed 
power of attorney relied upon, was altogether illegal 
and inadmissible. 

Dr. Lushington, and Mr. A. Lewis, for the Appel¬ 
lant, 

Admitted that the 07 ins probandi of proving the 
existence of the power of attorney, authorizing the 
respondent’s brother to dispose of his share, rested 
with them j but insisted that, in the absence of the 
power of attorney, the Judicial Committee would infer 
from the Will that it contained the power insisted on 
to make the deed of sale to the appellant. 
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Mr. Serjeant Spankie , and Mr. E. J. Lloyd, for 
the Respondents, 

Contended that there was not sufficient evidence to 
raise a legal presumption, that the brother of the 
respondent was authorized to sell the respondent’s 
as well as his own share of the Government dues; 
that the Will could not be let in as evidence of 
the existence of the power of attorney, but that the 
original instrument must first be proved to have been 
in existence, and that it had been lost or destroyed 
before the secondary evidence of the Will could be 
let inj that the evidence in the present case amount¬ 
ed to nothing higher than an inference, that such 
an instrument might have existed, but did not reach 
a legal presumption that any such ever had. 


Lord Brougham : 

This was a suit for the purpose of setting aside the 
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sale of certain ntoghulaee or Government dues; it 
was originally brought for 22y rupees, the amount 
of one year’s income of the fnoghulaee dues; but 
afterwards, by an order made on a supplemental 
petition, it became a suit for the purpose of dis¬ 
posing of the whole question as to the title and 
right to sell. 

The stamp having been increased from forty rupees, 
which would have been sufficient had the amount 
sought to be recovered been the Value of one year’e 
income only, to too rupees, the amount required, 
■if it (had been the ten years income calculated in 
.order to protect the revenue, in qase of the whole 
value of the estate being in suit and not the year 
due alone, and the declaration in the decree of the 
Zillah Court that the vendor, Hadji Begum , had 
no power to sell, leads their Lordships to the con¬ 
clusion, that that decree meant to dispose of the 
whole question of title, leaving the-purchaser a right 
to sue Hadji Begum at law for damages for having 
conveyed a bad title, or for the amount of the pur¬ 
chase-money paid. 

Having considered the case very minutely, their 
Lordships are of opinion, that though the case on 
neither side is free from doubt, and though it is 
very probable the evidence produced on both sides 
is not entitled to entire credit, and there appears 
certainly to be the production of one document re¬ 
specting the authenticity of which there is much 
doubt upon the minds of the Court, (viz. the copy 
of the power of attorney produced by the present 
respondent, the plaintiff below,) nevertheless they do 
not see sufficient grounds for reversing the decision 
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come to in the first instance by the Native Commis¬ 
sioners’ Court, declaring that Hadji Begum was not 
armed with sufficient power to deal with this property 
by way of sale after the death of her husband, and 
that the sale must be annulled which she assumed to 
make. 

It is not necessary to go into the particulars of 
the case, further than to state that their Lordships 
are of opinion that the judgment come to by the 
Sudder Dewanny reversing the decree of the Zillah 
Court must be affirmed, and that the sale must be 
annulled. The only observation arising upon that 
decree is, that there is a certain inaccuracy of ex¬ 
pression in the reasons assigned for the reversal, 
which is stated to be, not the want of power by 
the Hadji Begum to make the sale, not the non¬ 
existence dc facto of a sufficient power of attorney 
to enable her to sell the absent brother’s share of 
the moghulaee dues, but the non-production of the 
power of attorney—that is inaccurate j it is not the 
non-production of the power that is the ground of 
the decision against the validity of the sale, or 
against Hadji Begum’s power to make that sale, 
but it is the non-proof of that power, or of any 
circumstances which might have enabled the Court 
to presume the existence of such a power. It fol¬ 
lows that the Zillah Court was not right in the se¬ 
cond instance, in holding that Hadji Begum had 
such a power, and obliges the Sudder Adawlut to de¬ 
cree that she not having that power had sold pro¬ 
perty she had no right to convey, and therefore an¬ 
nulled the sale: the decree of that Court must there¬ 
fore be affirmed, and the decree having given the 
plaintiff below (the present respondent) his costs in 
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all three stages, must be affirmed also; but under 
the circumstances of the case, and with reference to 
the conduct of the parties, their Lordships are of 
opinion that the respondent should not have his costs 

of this appeal. 



INDEX 


TO THE 

PRINCIPAL MATTERS 

CONTAINED IN THIS VOLUME. 


ABATEMENT OF SUIT. 

In a suit brought on behalf of a mer¬ 
cantile firm, for an alleged injury 
supposed to have been sustained to 
the reputation and trade of the 
firm ; it appearing in the course of 
the proceedings in the Zillah Court 
that the principal had died pending 
the suit, the Zillah Court dismissed 
the suit, and decreed each of the 
defendants to pay his own costs. 
On an appeal by one only of the 
defendants in the original suit, it 
was held by the Judicial Committee, 
affirming the judgments of the Pro¬ 
vincial and SudderDewannyCourts, 
that in accordance with Reg. II. of 
1800, sec. 7, the costs of the suit 
in the Zillah Court ought to have 
followed the decree, and that the 
judgment to that extent must be 
reversed. [. Mussumat Keeinee Baec 
V. Latchman-das Narrain-das ] 470 

ACCOU NT-CURRENT. 

The Sudder Adavvlut of Bombay hav¬ 
ing, on the hearing of a cause, per¬ 
mitted an account-current to be 
proved by the entries in the plain¬ 
tiff's dufters or account-books, and 


decreed the defendant to pay the 
balance upon that evidence, unsup¬ 
ported by oral testimony, and not¬ 
withstanding the denial of any sum 
being due by the defendant in his 
answer,—held by the Judicial Com¬ 
mittee, that under such circum¬ 
stances the books of account of the 
plaintiff cannot be used singly as 
evidence against the defendant, and 
that the decrees founded thereon 
must be reversed. [Sorab-jee Vacha 
Ganda v. Kootiwur-jee Manik-iee\ 

47 

ACKNOWLEDGMENT. 

The draft of an acknowledgment of a 
debt and agreement to pay the 
same, which was sworn to have 
been drawn up in the presence of 
the debtor, but was not signed by 
him, admitted as evidence of the 
debt, and a decree made in the 
Courts below upon such evidence 
affirmed with costs. [ Edul-jce 
Frarn-jce v. Abd-oolla Ilajee Che- 
ra *] ... ... 461 

ADVERSE POSSESSION. 

1. Where a party sought to obtain 
possession of certain property deno- 
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initiated a tnuddud mash, against a 
defendant whose adversepossession 
had existed from 1761, upon the 
allegation that such adverse posses¬ 
sion was in the character of agent 
to the plaintiff, the Judicial Com¬ 
mittee held (affirming the judgment 
of the Court below) that the proof 
of such agency lay on the plaintiff; 
and the balance of evidence being 
in favour of the defendant's right to 
possession, the circumstance of his 
having registered himself as owner 
m 1797,. without any opposition, or 
subsequent claim to register on the 
part of the plaintiff, and having 
continued in undisturbed possession 
from that period, was conclusive 
against the claim set up by the 
plaintiff. [Meer Usd-oollahv. Mus- 
sumat Beeby Imaman ] ... 19 

2. The Bengal Regulations of Limi¬ 
tation (Reg. III. i 793 > s. 15. & 
Reg. II. 1805) held conclusive in a 
question of title, where adverse pos¬ 
session had been held for more 
than twelve years, and the fraud 
alleged as taking the case out of 
the Regulations was not proved. 
{Rajah Dundial Sing and others v. 
Rajah Am/nd Kishwur Sing} 482 

ALIENS (Right of, to hold Lands in 

Calcutta). 

The introduction of the English law 

into a conquered or ceded country 

does not draw with it that branch 
which relates to aliens, if the acts 
of the Power introducing it show 
that it was introduced, not in all 
its branches, but only sub medo. 


and with the exception of this por¬ 
tion. The English law incapaci¬ 
tating aliens from holding real 
property to their own use, and 
transmitting it by descent or de¬ 
vise, has never been introduced into 
the East Indies, so as to create a 
forfeiture of lands held in Calcutta 
or the Mofussil by an alien, and 
devised by a will executed accord¬ 
ing to the Statutes of Frauds for 
charitable purposes. {The Mayor 
of Lyons v. the East Lidia Company } 

175 

APPEAL (Restoration of). 

See “ Practice," r. 

APPEAL (Consolidation of). 

See " Practice,” 2. 

1 

'■v 

ARREARS OF REVENUE. 

By the Revenue Regulations, the Go¬ 
vernor General in Council, upon 
the report of the Board of Revenue, 
may order, a sale for arrears of a 
monthly instalment before the close 
of the year ; but in order to war¬ 
rant that act, there must be an 
arrear of a previous year, or of a 
monthly instalment, for which de¬ 
fault has been made, after demand 
by the collector. 

A written instrument, or histbundy , 
for securing the,payment of the hist 
by monthly instalments, though 
usual and advisable, is not necessary 
to entitle the Government to en¬ 
force such payment, if the revenue 
be a fixed monthly hist or instal*. 
ment. 
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The taking a security-bond with sure¬ 
ties for the payment of accumulated 
arrears by future monthly instal¬ 
ments, will not discharge the lia¬ 
bility of the zemindary for such 
arrears, or preclude the Government 
from proceeding to a sale of the 
zemindary, if such arrears are not 
duly liquidated. 

No excess in the value of the lands 
sold, over the arrear of revenue 
due, will vitiate the sale, the Go¬ 
vernment having, by Reg. V. A.D. 
1812, an absolute discretion to sell 
either the whole or any part of an 
estate for arrears, without reference 
to the probable produce of the sale. 
[Kiri Chunder Roy v. the Govern¬ 
ment and others] ... ... 383 

BANKRUPTCY. 

Sec “ Indian Insolvent Act.” 

BENGAL REGULATIONS. 

See " Limitation of Suits.” 

“Adverse Possession." 

“ Arrears of Revenue.” 

“ Register." 

BILL OE EXCHANGE. 

A party resident at Baroda indorsed 
two hoondies, or bills of exchange, 
in the name of a firm carrying on 
the business of banking at Surat, 
alleging himselfto be thegomas/itah 
or agent of the firm, and afterwards, 
on the bills being dishonoured, ab¬ 
sconded. Held, that in order to fix 
the firm at Surat with the amount 
of the bills, clear evidence ought to 
have been produced of the authority 
to actas goma,htah , ar.d their Lord 
ships not being satisfied with the 


evidence admitted in the Courts 
below, reversed the decrees of both 
the Zillah and Sudder Court with 
costs. [Afadho Row Chinto Punt Go- 
lay v. Bhookun-das Boolaki-das] 351 

BOARD OF REVENUE (Powers 

vested in). 

Arrears of Revenue." 

BOMBAY REGULATIONS. 

See “ Abatement of Suits.’* 

“Limitations of Suits,” i, 2. 

“ Power of Attorney.” 

CHARITABLE BEQUESTS. 

A testator devised considerable pro¬ 
perty, both real and personal, for 
charitable purposes, amongst which 
he directed certain sums to be set 
apart for the liberation of persons 
imprisoned for debt, and for the 
endowment and establishment of a 
College at Lucknow, in the do¬ 
minions of the King of Oude. A 
suit having been instituted in the 
Supreme Court of Calcutta, to ad¬ 
minister the Will, theCourt directed 
an inquiry whether the College 
could be established, and the be¬ 
quest for the liberation of prisoners 
carried into effect, with reference 
to the testator’s intention, and the 
sanction of the Government at 
Lucknow. On the subject of the 
bequest for the liberation of pri¬ 
soners, the Master found in the 
negative, and reported that with 
respect to the establishment of the 
College, there was not sufficient 
evidence to enable him to state 
whether ii could he established with 
reference to the testator's intention. 
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and the sanction of the Lucinow 
Government ; but as no further 
evidence was likely to be obtained, 
he appended the correspondence 
with the British resident at Luck¬ 
now, by which it appeared that 
though the King of Oude did not 
object to the establishment of the 
College, he held out no expectation 

4 

that he would afford it his counte¬ 
nance or support. The report 
having been confirmed, ond a de¬ 
cree made thereon, the Supreme 
Court, on a re-hearing of the cause, 
directed an inquiry whether the 
Governor-General in Council had 
the means of giving effect to the 
bequest to the College at Lucknow, 
and whether he was willing to re¬ 
ceive the funds bequeathed for that 
purpose : the Master found that the 
Governor-General was willing to 
receive the funds, but did not 
state whether he had the means of 
giving effect to the bequest : the 
Court, however, thereupon decreed 
the payment of the funds to the 
Governor-General, or such person 
as he should appoint. Upon appeal 
to the King in Council, held by the 
Judicial Committee, that though the 
reference to the Master on the re¬ 
hearing, after the confirmation of 
his previous report, was informal, 
and if objected to at the time would 
have been fatal, yet as no objection 
had been taken, and the Master 
had not satisfied the whole of the 
inquiry, by stating whether the Go¬ 
vernor-General had the means of 
carrying the testator's intention into 
effect, that part of the decree affirm¬ 
ing the Master’s report, and di¬ 


recting the payment of the fund 
to the Governor-General, must be 
reversed, and the case sent back to 
ascertain that fact ; their Lord- 
ships being of opinion, that under 
the existing relations between the 
East India Company and the King 
of Oude, an arrangement might be 
made for the appointment of a 
trustee to carry the Lucknow be¬ 
quest into effect, under the direc¬ 
tions and subject to the jurisdiction 
of the Supreme Court. [The Mayor 
of Lyons v, the East India Company ] 

175 

COLLECTOR. 

See “ Arrears of Revenue." 

COMPROMISE. 

See " Duress." 

See “ Limitation of Suits.” 

4 

COSTS. 

See “ Abatement of Suit.” 

DEBT.. 

See “ Acknowledgment.” 

DEVISE. OF LANDS IN 
BENGAL. 

Lands in the East. Indies, held by a 

tenure of the nature of fee-simple, 
do not pass by an unattested Will, 
but descend to the person who 
would be heir-at-law in England. 
A., by an unattested Will, devises 
lands, to B.; B. receives the rents, 
and by a Will; also unattested; gives 
the lands, together with a legacy, 
to the heir-at-law. of. A. The heir 
may receive the legacy, and also 
call for an account of the rents re¬ 
ceived by B. [Gardiner v. Fell ] 299 
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DURESS. 

The Sudder Dewanny Adawlut having 
refused to set aside a deed of raze- 
namah for compromising an appeal 
then pending from that Court to 
the King in Council, on the ground 
that it was obtained by fraud and 
duress : held on appeal by the Ju¬ 
dicial Committee that the onus of 
proving such fraud and duress lay 
upon the appellant, in proceeding 
upon his petition in the Court be¬ 
low, and their Lordships being 
satisfied that full opportunity for 
such proof had been afforded him, 
confirmed the judgment of the Sud¬ 
der Court, but, under the circum¬ 
stances, without costs. [Motce Lai 
Opudhiya v. Juggurnath Gurg ] I 

ENGLISH LAW IN THE EAST 

INDIES. 

See “ Aliens.” 

EVIDENCE. 

1. Copies of documents, for the ori¬ 

ginals of which no proof was given 
of search, cannot be received as 
evidence. [Meet Usd-oollak v. 
Mussumat Bceby Inxama 7 i\ ... 19 

2. See " Account Current.” 

3. “Acknowledgment.” 

4. “Limitation of Suits.” 

5. “ Power of Attorney.” 

6. “ Sub-Pabtnersiiii*." 

7. "Supreme Court of Cal¬ 

cutta.” 

EXECUTORS. 

See “ Will.” 


FOREIGN CHARITIES. 

See “ Charitable Bequest.” 

GOVERNOR-GENERAL IN 
COUNCIL. 

• 

See “Arrears of Revenue.” 

HOONDIES. 

See “ Bill op Exchange.” 

INDIAN INSOLVENT' ACT. 

Palmer and Co. having borrowed a 
large sum of the Bank of Bengal, 
deposited Company’s paper with 
the bank to a greater amount, as a 
collateral security, accompanied 
with a written agreement, autho¬ 
rizing the bank, in default of repay¬ 
ment of the loan by a given day, 
“ to sell the Company’s paper for 
the reimbursement of the bank, ren¬ 
dering to Palmer and Co. any sur¬ 
plus.” Before default was made in 
the repayment of the loan, Palmer 
and Co. were declared insolvent, 
under the Indian Insolvent Act, 
9 Geo. IV. c. 73, by the thirty- 
sixth section of which it was de¬ 
clared, that where there had been 
mutual credit given by the insol¬ 
vents and any other person, one 
debt or demand might be set o(T 
against the other ; and that all such 
debts as might be proved under a 
commission of bankruptcy in Eng¬ 
land, might be proved in the same 
manner under the Indian Insolvent 
Act. At the time of the adjudica¬ 
tion of insolvency, the bank were 
also holders of two promissory notes 
of Palmer and Co., which they had 
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discounted for them before the 
transaction of the loan, and the 
agreement as to the deposit of the 
Company’s paper. The time for 
repayment of the loan having ex¬ 
pired, the bank sold the Company’s 
paper, the proceeds of which, after 
satisfying the principal and interest 
due on the loan, produced a consi¬ 
derable surplus. In an action by 
the assignees of Palmer and Co., 
against the bank, to recover the 
amount of this surplus, held that 
the bank could not set off the 
amount of the two promissory notes, 
and that the case did not come 
within the clause of mutual CTedit 
in the Bankrupt Act. { You Jig v. 
Bank of Bengal} ... 87 

JOINT LIABILITY. 

See " Undivided Hindoo Family.” 

K tSTBUNDY. 

A written instrument, or kistbundy, 
for securing the payment of the kist 
by monthly instalments, though 
usual and advisable, is not necessary 
to entitle the Government to en¬ 
force such payment, if the revenue 
be a fixed monthly kist or instal¬ 
ment. ”(_Kirt Chunder Roy v. the 
Government and others ] ••• 383 

LIMITATION OF SUITS. 

1. A residence at Poonah beyondthe 
limits of the jurisdiction of the 
Company’s Courts is not such a 


good and sufficient cause for not 
commencing a suit-for a period ex¬ 
ceeding twelve years, as will entitlo 
a plaintiff to recover under the Bom¬ 
bay Regulation I, A.D. 1800, sect. 
13 ; and an offer of a specific sum 
by the defendant by way of com¬ 
promise to a suit instituted after a 
lapse of twenty-seven years from 
the cause of action is not such an 
admission of the truth of the plain¬ 
tiff’s matter of demand as to take 
the case out of the prohibitory 
words of that clause. [. Bhaee-chund 
v. Purtab-chund ] ... 154 

2. The Bombay Regulation I, A.D. 

1800, sect. 13, limiting the right of 
action to twelve years, include suits 
on account of land as well as per¬ 
sonal actions. Where, therefore, a 
suit was instituted for the share of 
certain lands, some of which were 
attached to the hereditary office of 
Desaye , and no satisfactory proof 
was given that any demand had 
been made in respect thereof within 
that period, the right of action was 
held to be absolutely barred. [ Nun- 
dram Dyaram v. Dula-BhaeeKurpa- 
ram} ... ... 4*4 

3. The Sudder Dewanny Court hav¬ 
ing, upon the examination of the 
evidence of pedigree, and the opi¬ 
nion of the law officers of the Court, 
reversed the decision of the Provin¬ 
cial Court, in a claim, which was 
otherwise barred by the Bengal Re¬ 
gulations of Limitation, the Judicial 
Committee dismissed an appeal from 
the decision of the Sudder Court 
under suchcircumstances with costs. 
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\Gholam Russool v. Mussumat 
Rlughlo\ ••• ••• 44 ^ 

5 <f(f “ Adverse Possession,” 2. 

MUTUAL CREDITS. 

S<.’£ “ Indian Insolvent Act.” 

POTT AH. 

The pottah granted by the collector is 
not a muniment of title, but only an 
evidence of holding, according to a 
local and fiscal regulation. [. Free- 
wan v. Fairlie ] ... ... 305 

POWER OF ATTORNEY. 

The recital of a power of attorney in a 
Will, affecting to transmit the au¬ 
thority conferred by it, is not suffi¬ 
cient evidence of the contents of 
such an instrument in the absence 
of proof of its loss or destruction. 
\Botnan-jee Munchcr-jee v. Syud 
Iloossain Abd-oolla/t] ... 494 

PRACTICE. 

1. Leave given to restore an appeal 

dismissed for want of prosecution, 
the Court below having consolidat¬ 
ed it with another appeal in the 
same cause, which was still pend¬ 
ing. [ Surroopchtinder Chowdry v. 
Ramrutton Rlullick ] ... 358 

2. Two suits having been brought for 
sums due on the same account, each 
of which was under 50,000 rupees, 
or /5,ooo, held that such suits 
could not be consolidated for the 


purpose of appeal, though the ori¬ 
ginal severance of them was con¬ 
trary to the plaintiff's instructions, 
and the aggregate amount of both 
exceeded that amount. [Rloofti 
Mohummud Ubdoollah v. Baboo RIoo- 
techund ] ... ... 363 

3. Where an instrument has been ad¬ 

mitted to probate, and acted upon 
in the Courts below, this Court will 
not enter into the question whether 
the instrument is sufficiently proved 
or not. [ Khoorshed-jec RIanik-jce v. 
Rleh rwa n-jec Khoorshed-jec ] 431 

4. The JudicialCommittee will not en¬ 

tertain an appeal merely for costs. 
[Mussumat Keemec Bacc v. Latch - 
man-das Narrain-das'] ... 470 

See “Charitable Bequests.” 

Sec “ Sub-Partnershii>.” 

PRINCIPAL AND AGENT. 

See “ Bill of Exchange." 

PROBATE. 

See “ Will." 

RAZENAMAH. 

See “ Duress.” 

REGISTERS. 

Though the registers made pursuant 
to the Bengal Regulations are not 
at all of the nature of conclusive 
evidence of title (the Regulations 
themselves providing against that), 
yet as the act of registration after 
a proclamation amounts to a public, 
open, and notorious assertion of 
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title on the one side, the omission STATUTE OF MORTMAIN, 
to register, unexplained by proof of The Statute of Mortmain does not ex- 


the ill-health of the claimant, or ab¬ 
sence in a distant country, or igno¬ 
rance, afford equally strong pre¬ 
sumption of the non-existence of 
any title on the other. 

When, therefore, a party sought to 
obtain possession of certain, pro¬ 
perty denominated a muddud-tnash , 
against a defendant whose adverse 
possession had existed from 1761, 
upon the allegation that such ad¬ 
verse possession was in the charac¬ 
ter of agent to the plaintiff, the 
Judicial Committee held (affirming 
the judgment of the Court below) 
that the proof of such agency lay 
on the plaintiff; and the balance of 
evidence being in favour of the de¬ 
fendant’s right to possession, the 
circumstance of his having regis¬ 
tered hirnself as owner in 1797 . 
without any opposition, or subse¬ 
quent claim to register on the part 
of the plaintiff, and; having conti¬ 
nued in undisturbed possession from 
that period, was conclusive against 
the claim set up by the plaintiff* 
[A feer Usd-oollah v. Mussiunat Bee- 
by Imamati] ... ••• l 9 

SALE. 

Sec “ Arrears of Revenue.” 

SECURITY. 

See “ Arrears of Revenue.” 

STATUTE OF FRAUDS. 

Sec " Devise of Lands in Bengal.’’ 


tend to the British territories in the 
East Indies. \The Mayor of Lyons 
v. the East India Company ] 175 

TENURE OF LAND IN CAL¬ 
CUTTA. 

The tenure of land in Calcutta is of the 
nature of freehold, and real estate 
will not therefore pass by an unat¬ 
tested Will. [Freeman v. Fair lie'] 

30S 

SUB-PARTNERSHIP. 

On a question whether a sub-partner¬ 
ship had been entered into, the va¬ 
lidity of which depended on an 
instrument produced in evidence in 
the Court below, and upon inspec¬ 
tion, as well as the evidence in sup¬ 
port of it, pronounced to be invalid, 
the Judicial Committee* in. confirm¬ 
ing the judgment of both Courts 
below, were of opinion that they 
were concluded under the circum¬ 
stances of the case from entering 
upon the examination of the instru¬ 
ment itself, though they fully con¬ 
curred in the opinion expressed by 
the Judge of the Zillah Court, and 
dismissed the appeal with costs. 
[Nundram. Dyaram and others v. 
Dula-bhaee Kurparam ] ... 414 

SUPREME COURT OF CAL¬ 
CUTTA (Jurisdiction of). 
Under the jurisdiction of the Supreme 
Court at Calcutta, a person, though 
resident at Benares , is liable to its 
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jurisdiction, if privy to and co-ope¬ 
rating in a misdemeanor committed 
within it. 

Where, therefore, a party resident at 
Benares wa6 indicted with others 
before the Supreme Court for a 
conspiracy, in procuring the prose¬ 
cutor to be arrested in a fictitious 
action at law, and the instructions 
for the arrest were proved, to the 
satisfaction of the jury, to have ori¬ 
ginated with the appellant, it was 
held by the Judicial Committee that 
the ofTcnce being completed within 
the jurisdiction of the Supreme 
Court at Calcutta, that Court had 
rightly assumed jurisdiction over 
the parties privy to it; though, from 
the slight nature of the evidence, 
they directed a new trial, [fanno- 
kec Doss v. the King ] ... 67 


TITLE, 

Though the registers made pursuant 
to the Bengal Regulations are not 
at all of the nature of conclusive 
evidence of title (the Regulations 
themselves providing against that), 
yet as the act of registration after a 
proclamation amounts to a public, 
open, and notorious assertion of ti¬ 
tle on one side, the omission to re¬ 
gister, unexplained by proof of the 
ill-health ofthe claimant, orabsence 
in a distant country, or ignorance, 
afTord equally strong presumption of 
the non-existence of any title on 
the other. (,Meer Usd-00 Halt v. 
Mussumal Bceby Imaman'] ... 19 
A suit having been brought for the 


amount of one year's moghulaec, or 
government dues, and amended, by 
claiming, pursuant to Reg. IV. of 
1827, ch. ii. sec. 3, ten years’ dues, 
is a suit for the title to the dues as 
well as for the dues themselves. 
\_ B0ma71-jee Muncher-jee v. Syud 
Hoossain Abd-oollah ] ... 494 

See “ Pott ah.” 

See "Adverse Possession,” 2. 

i UNDIVIDED HINDOO FAMILY. 

Disputes having arisen among the 
brothers of an undivided Hindoo 
famil}', and owners of land, certain 
agreements were entered into be¬ 
tween them, by. which their mutual 
interests and liabilities were declar¬ 
ed, and the matters in dispute re¬ 
ferred: to. arbitration. A decree 
having been obtained by a creditor 
named in the agreements, against 
one member only of the family, and 
the debt recovered from him alone, 
it was decided by the Courts, and 
affirmed on appeal, that the other 
parties were liable to be called upon 
to contribute in respect of their se¬ 
veral shares. [,Domun Sing v. Ka- 
see Ram~\ ... ...366 

WILL (Constructivecompliance with 
the Terms of). 

The heirs of a Parsec merchant hav¬ 
ing, upon his death, taken posses¬ 
sion of his shop and continued to 
carry on his business for nearly two 
years, the Courts below refused to 
disturb their possession upon the 
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production of a Will, by which the 
business was directed to be carried 
on by the executor for their benefit, 
until he should think proper to ad- 
mit them into possession : Held by 
the Judicial Committee of the Privy 
Council affirming the judgment of 
the Courts below, that the abstain¬ 
ing from producing the will for the 
above period, was a consent on the 
part of the appellant to the respon¬ 
dents’ possession of their father’s 


estate and business, and was there¬ 
fore a virtual compliance with the 
terms of the Will. 

Seinble —Where an instrument has been 
admitted to probate, and acted upon 
in the Courts-below, this Court will 
not enter into the question whether 
the instrument is sufficiently proved 
or not. \Khoorshed-jee Matiik-jee 
v. Mehr&an-jee Khoorshed-jee and 
another ] ... ... 431 



THE END. 




ERRATA. 


e 8, in note, for tenant read servant. 

*9, for Zillah Court of Tubool read Zillah Court of Tirhoot. 

54, in note, for Mahomedan read Mahrattas. 

66 ’f>r eight decrees of the Sudder Dewanny Courts read eight 
decrees of the Courts. 

168, for should be received read should be reversed. 

16 9 , for conferred in council read confirmed in council. 

169, for 13th article read 13th sec. 

I 75 » marginal note, semble, for to the territories in the Enst Indies 
read to the British territories in the East Indies. 

175. for made in five read made in four causes. 
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